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ABSTRACT
According to Zawacki-Richter, Backer, and Vogt (2009), literature focusing on student
services falls into three general categories: learning theories and attrition research, student needs
and satisfaction, and models for best practices. Research addressing the specific training needs of
student affairs practitioners responsible for implementing and managing student support services
for online students is not a major area of focus (Moore & Kearsley, 2012). Therefore, unlike the
faculty and technology subsystems, the student affairs subsystem has not become securely
anchored in delivering services to fully online students (Crawley & Howe, 2016; Moore, 2013;
Moore & Kearsley, 2012). The lack of research focusing on the challenges and professional
development needs of student affairs professionals responsible for delivering services to online
students demands attention, as these critical stakeholders are responsible for transforming student
services operations to meet the needs of the growing fully online student population.
This phenomenological study examined mid-level enrollment management practitioners’
experience with implementing student services designed to support the operational objectives of
online education innovations at traditional universities, and the subsequent influence on their
preparedness to develop and sustain services for fully online students. The Quality
Implementation Framework (QIF), a meta-framework comprising of 14 steps for high quality
implementation, and The Council for the Advancement of Standards in Higher Education (CAS),
which has general standards for advancing quality student affairs programs and services, guided
the study design and data collection processes.
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION
General Background
The American higher education landscape has been transformed by several distance
education innovations since the development of correspondence study during the mid-1700s
(Moore & Kearsley, 2005, 2012; Schauer, Rockwell, & Marx, 2005). As higher education
leaders have endeavored to address the varying demands of a more diverse and mobile society
throughout the 21st century, online education has, perhaps, become the most pervasive
innovation to disrupt and expand college and university operations over the last twenty years
(Christensen & Eyring, 2011; Hanna, 2013). Consequently, internal stakeholders central to
carrying out the mission of colleges and universities have been required to reform their practices
for designing and delivering post-secondary education.
Advocates, as well as detractors, of online education have encouraged a compilation of
scholarship addressing the importance of supporting faculty in the acquisition of competencies
necessary to engage in quality online teaching, the preparation of students to successfully engage
in online learning, as well as the importance of fortifying the institutional operational
infrastructure to sustain online delivery systems (Kuck, 2016; Milheim, 1991; Newberry &
DeLuca, 2014; Porter, 2014; Wickersham & McElhany, 2010). However, scholarship
intersecting various elements of student affairs and online education is limited to the experiences
of students in online student affairs master’s-level programs, student affairs professionals’ usage
of digital technology, and the influence that student affairs practices have on online student
learning and engagement (Cabellon & Payne-Kirchmeier, 2016; Calhoun, Santos-Green, &
Burke, 2017; Connolly & Diepenbrock, 2011; Taylor & Holley, 2009). In addition, although the
professional competencies and standards of quality promoted by leading student affairs
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professional associations address the skills needed to support varied student populations, the
central focus continues to be on-campus students.
Online education quality standards and frameworks, such as Quality Matters (QM)
Rubrics and Standards (2020), the Online Learning Consortium’s (OLC; 2020), and the SUNY
Online Course Quality Review Rubric (OSCQR; 2020), have provided faculty, academic
administrators, and instructional designers with established standards of best practice for
advancing quality in the design, development, and sustainability of online courses and academic
programs for more than twenty years. Development and promulgation of these standards have
been guided by research that addresses the unique aspect of online education pedagogy, faculty
resources and training needs, online student retention, as well as faculty and student satisfaction
with online learning (Burkle & Cleveland-Innes, 2013; Calhoun & Santos-Green, 2015;
Cavanaugh, 2005; Ciabocchi, Ginsberg, & Picciano, 2016; Dobbs, 2004; O’Quinn & Corry,
2004; Picciano, 2006; Sadaf; Martin, & Ahlgrim-Delzell, 2019; Ware, 2019). Although QM
standards serve as faculty-centered guidelines for designing and assessing online courses and
programs, the OLC’s suite of scorecards also includes quality standards for online student
support and the administration of online programs. As illustrated in excerpts from the Quality
Scorecard for Online Student Support (see Appendix A) and the Quality Scorecard for the
Administration of Online Programs (see Appendix B), quality standards advanced by the OLC,
one of the world’s leading distance education organizational resources, emphasized the
importance of providing students “access” to various support services. In addition, the Quality
Scorecard for the Administration of Online Programs contained quality indicators for faculty
training, assistance, and support to develop and teach online. As such, Quality Matters, the OLC,
Educause, WCET, and other distance education organizations offer an array of valuable
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resources to help faculty, and students, experience successful transitions into online teaching and
learning environments (Educause, 2020; OLC, 2020; QM, 2020; WICHE Cooperative for
Educational Technologies [WCET], 2020). Unfortunately, distance education organizations,
scholarship, colleges and universities, and professional associations have failed to give online
student affairs practitioners comparable attention (Calhoun et al., 2017; Kretovics, 2003).
While an abundance of data and resources are available to inform student affairs
practitioners “what” support services facilitate quality online learning environments, limited
information of “how” to design, implement, manage, and sustain those services for fully online
students is available (Crawley & Fetzner, 2013; Floyd & Casey-Powell, 2004; OLC, 2020; Shea
& Armitage, 2002; WCET, 2020). Implementation of quality support services for fully online
students requires more than a mere migration of existing services to an online format. Student
affairs practitioners must often lead the transformation of traditional campus-based processes,
policies, and systems to meet the operational needs of a fully online support infrastructure
(Bailey & Brown, 2016; Stevenson, 2013). Therefore, like the faculty stakeholder group,
implementing services for the online population requires the acquisition of new knowledge,
skills, and standards. However, the lack of scholarship documenting and examining the
successes, challenges, and needs of student affairs practitioners who have experienced the
implementation of online education innovations has limited the scope of data needed to establish
professional competencies and standards for implementing and managing quality support
services for the online student population (Calhoun et al., 2017; Taylor & Holley, 2009).
Consequently, while the faculty, business, and technological components of online distance
education may be well positioned to operate in a state of sustainability, it does not appear that the
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student affairs profession has reached this threshold (Crawley & Howe, 2016; Dare, Zapata, &
Thomas, 2005).
As online distance education continues to grow as a sustaining teaching and learning
modality, the roles and responsibilities for student affairs practitioners, such as admissions,
registrar, financial aid, career services, advising, and orientation personnel, will continue to shift.
Professional associations, student affairs masters-level programs, and higher education
administrators must work purposefully to identify, document, and promulgate standards and
competencies to guide how student affairs professionals successfully engage with online
education (Calhoun et al., 2017; Kuk, Cobb, & Forrest, 2007; Ortiz, Filimon, & Cole-Jackson,
2015). However, the diffusion of online education competencies and standards specific to the
student affairs profession must be preceded by data that informs critical stakeholders of the
successes and challenges experienced by practitioners charged with implementing online
education initiatives.
Therefore, this phenomenological study sought to gain an understanding of how a
subgroup of student affairs professionals, specifically mid-level enrollment management
practitioners, experienced the charge to implement student services to support fully online
students attending three dual-mode universities. Interview participants were comprised of student
affairs practitioners serving as executive directors, directors, and associate directors overseeing
enrollment management services for fully online students at their respective institution. Data
were primarily collected through in-depth semi-structured open-ended interviews based on the
standards and guidelines created by the QIF and CAS.
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Online Learning: A Sustaining Innovation
Rising tuition costs, increased student loan debt, stagnate post-graduation wages in select
industries, and increased competition from the for-profit sector have required traditional brick
and mortar institutions to become more deliberate, nimble, resourceful, and swift in
implementing a wide-range of transformative innovation initiatives designed to increase quality
access for an array of student constituents, to increase time to degree completion, and to promote
social justice reform (Abel & Deitz, 2014; Christensen & Eyring, 2011; McClung & Werner,
2008). As an adaptable, universal, and comparatively inexpensive method for expanding postsecondary opportunities, online distance education has become an acceptable solution to many of
the challenges being faced by higher education leaders in the 21st century (Allen et al., 2016;
Fredericksen, 2017). For example, Linder, Fontaine-Rainen, and Behling (2015) indicated that,
in 2012, only 5.5% of the degree granting institutions in the U.S. did not offer any form of online
education. Twelve years prior, during the 2000-2001 academic year, nearly 45% of all degreegranting institutions in the U.S. reported not offering any form of online education (Howell
Williams, & Lindsay, 2003). This increase shows that online distance learning is becoming more
prominent.
Distance education innovations implemented to support online program delivery in the
late 1990s to mid-2000s were appropriately recognized as disruptive innovations, a form of
educational access that was inferior in quality yet more affordable and flexible than traditional
delivery (Christensen & Eyring, 2011). However, in the second decade of the 21st century, online
learning is on the verge of becoming a sustaining innovation that has been adapted to “make
something bigger or better” than earlier distance education innovations (Christensen & Eyring,
2011, p. xxiv). The transition from a status of disruptive to sustaining innovation will continue to
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require an unyielding commitment to quality improvement by focusing on technology and
operational infrastructures, student satisfaction and success, as well as human resource
development.
Student Affairs Professionals
To fully apprehend the purpose and significance of this study, it is important to
acknowledge student affairs practitioners as a heterogenous group with disparate credentials,
practical experiences, and skillsets (Davenport, 2016; Kuk, 2016; Sandeen & Barr, 2006;
Wilson, 2017). The organizational and administrative structures of student affairs divisions are
equally complex. Student affairs organizations may be structured hierarchically or functionally
and can be separate from or merged with academic affairs. Overall, the student affairs
department is inclusive of numerous functional areas such as academic advising, career services,
counseling services, orientation programs, admissions, student conduct, financial aid, registrar,
bursar, etc. (Kuk, 2016; Wilson, 2017). Although preferable, consideration of every identified
student affairs or student services functional area is beyond the scope of this study. As such, this
study focused on gaining an in-depth understanding of how mid-level enrollment management
practitioners experienced the processes involved with implementing online education
innovations at a traditional university and, subsequently, their evaluation of the quality of student
services designed to support the innovation.
Mid-Level Enrollment Management Practitioners
According to Wilson (2017), enrollment management functions may include the offices of
admissions, the registrar, the bursar, financial aid, orientation, academic advising, marketing,
institutional research, and career services. However, for feasibility purposes, this study examined
the experiences of mid-level enrollment management practitioners responsible for overseeing
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elements of the administrative core functional areas within enrollment services as identified by
WCET (2002): admissions, registration, financial aid, and/or student accounts (bursar; see Figure
1 below ).

Figure 1: Categories of Student Services for Online Learner
Reprinted from Shea, P., & Armitage, S. (2002). Beyond the administrative core: Creating webbased student services for online learners. Boulder, CO: WCETLAPP Project.
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Problem Statement
Distance education studies typically address student services in relation to student needs
and satisfaction, guidelines for selection of support services, administrative challenges, and
technological needs (Amirault, 2012; Austin, 2010; Beaudoin, 2016; Bower & Hardy, 2004;
Crawley & Fetzner, 2013; Crawley & Howe, 2016; Linder et al., 2015; Newberry & DeLuca,
2014; Sherry, 1995; Styron, Wang & Styron, 2009; WCET, 2002); however, focused attention on
the experiences and needs of student affairs practitioners responsible for implementing and
managing support services for fully online students is warranted (Dare et al., 2005; Floyd &
Casey-Powell, 2004; Kleinglass, 2005; Ortiz et al., 2015). The absence of research focusing on
the experiences of student affairs professionals responsible for implementing online learning
innovations is problematic because it limits administrators, professional associations, and masterlevel student affairs programs ability to adequately prepare future and current practitioners to
provide quality support services for the online student population.
Innovation is a laborious and formidable endeavor for any organization; however, in
higher education, risks and challenges are compounded by unwavering commitments to tradition,
ambiguously defined structures of power, conflicting goals, inadequate resources, vociferous
constituency groups of influence, as well as the legitimate fear of uncertainty (Birnbaum, 1988;
Christensen & Eyring, 2011; Fredericksen, 2017; Kezar, 2001). Consequently, studying and
understanding the multifaceted phenomenon of online distance education across each of its
component processes, as advised by Moore and Kearsley (2005, 2012), is imperative. If
continuously disregarded, the inadvertent present day neglect of student affairs professionals in
online education initiatives could result in objectionable outcomes for the profession, student
learning and success, and the overall prowess of the U.S. higher education system in years to
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come. As Sandeen and Barr (2006) cautioned, “defining the role of student affairs in nontraditional educational settings is critical to the future of the profession” (p. 108). In addition,
student affairs professionals should act as principle leaders in policy and program discussions
that influence the “learning experiences of students in non-traditional settings…failure to do so
means that as a profession, they are not serving an important segment” of students (Sandeen &
Barr, p. 129).
The sustainable implementation of quality support services for online learners will, in
part, be dependent upon the ability of leaders within the student affairs profession to address the
“professional development and in-service training” needs of practitioners and to “redefine their
roles, as faculty have done, to accommodate distance learners” (Floyd & Casey-Powell, 2004, p.
62; Sandeen & Barr; 2006). As Nuss (2003) recapped, advancement of the student affairs
profession has been characterized by two “enduring and distinctive concepts”: a “consistent and
persistent commitment to the development of the whole person” and the foundational charge “to
support the academic mission of the college” (p. 65-66). Therefore, Nuss (2003) further
explained that although higher education has experienced significant change, the profession’s
adherence to these “fundamental principles should not be overlooked or underestimated” (p. 66).
Nuss’s (2003) position supports the recognition and advancement of online distance education as
an acceptable modality for distributing teaching and learning activities; it does not diminish, or
negate, the critical role that student affairs professionals have in fostering higher education
student success and progression.
Purpose of Study
The primary purpose of this study was to understand mid-level enrollment management
practitioners’ experience with implementing services to support online education innovations at
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traditional universities and how well those experiences prepared them to effectively develop and
sustain quality services for fully online students at traditional universities. Specifically, this study
evaluated the extent to which online education innovations at three traditional universities were
implemented with quality and the subsequent impact on mid-level enrollment management
practitioners’ preparedness to support the effective development and sustainability of quality
services for fully online students.
This study utilized the Quality Implementation Framework (QIF) as the guiding conceptual
framework. Meyers, Durlak, et al. (2012) defined quality implementation as the process of
“putting an innovation into practice in such a way that it meets the necessary standards to
achieve the innovation’s desired outcomes” (p. 482). Meyers, Durlak, et al. (2012) identified 14
critical steps necessary for high quality implementation. A modified version of The Council for
the Advancement of Standards in Higher Education’s (CAS) General Standards (GS) and SelfAssessment Guide (SAG) was incorporated to give insight into how mid-level enrollment
management practitioners’ evaluated the quality of support services and programs for fully
online students.
Evaluating the quality of implementation processes adopted to operationalize online
education units at traditional post-secondary institutions, from the perspective of mid-level
enrollment management practitioners, can help higher education leaders better understand how
well the respective activities are helping non-academic support staff acquire the requisite skills,
confidence, and commitment needed to facilitate and sustain quality online learning innovations
within traditional settings. Subsequently, this study will introduce a new level of dialog that
encourages student affairs program faculty to examine their program curriculum, professional
associations to examine standards and competency areas, administrators to examine training and
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other human resource development needs, and staff to examine their professional development
plans to ensure that the profession is adequately positioned to deliver efficient and effective
services for fully online students.
Research Questions
The primary question guiding this hermeneutic phenomenological study is the following:
What is mid-level enrollment management practitioners’ experience with implementing student
services for an online education innovation designed to support fully online students at
traditional universities? Secondary questions for this study are as follows:
1. What are the perceptions of implementing online education innovations to support fully
online students at traditional universities when considering phases 2-4 of the Quality
Implementation Framework (QIF)?
2. Were the essential components for the development of quality services, as outlined in the
CAS General Standards Mission, Programs and Services, Organization and Leadership,
Human Resources, Ethics, Technology, and Assessment categories integrated throughout the
implementation of enrollment management programs and support services for fully online
students?
3. Do processes for implementing online education innovations prepare mid-level enrollment
management practitioners to support the effective development and sustainability of quality
services for fully online students at traditional universities?
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Significance of the Study
Spurred by the continuous change that governs a progressive society, student affairs
practitioners have worked to promote student learning and success by adapting to evolving
student needs and ambiguous institutional responsibilities for nearly 200 years (Hevel, 2016;
Kimball & Ryder, 2014). A review of the history of higher education in the U.S. reveals the
enduring influence that student affairs practitioners have had in facilitating institutional
advancement while at times struggling to garner the level of professional support and recognition
bestowed upon their faculty colleagues (Havel, 2016).
Technological innovations of the 21st century are challenging student affairs educators, as
well as other professional groups within the higher education community, to reexamine and
redefine their mission (Atkins, 2010; Porterfield, Roper, & Whitt, 2011; Schuh, 2013). The
events, decisions, and planning involved with implementing technological initiatives, such as
online education units or divisions, often incorporate training and other professional
development opportunities to assist faculty, instructional development staff, and information
technology employees obtain the knowledge and skills necessary to implement with quality
(Dare et al. 2005; Fredericksen, 2017). However, as valuable contributors to the higher education
community, including the overall efforts to promote quality student success in online learning,
student affairs educators have not received the same level of attention as faculty and various
educational technology employee groups in the preparation to provide services for fully online
students (Crawley & Howe, 2016; Dare et al., 2005). Fredericksen (2017) reminded readers of
the unique operating characteristics of colleges and universities, which may help to explain why
student services delivery and reform of the student affairs profession has not been at the forefront
of distance education literature. First, higher education is a loosely coupled system, and second
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“the faculty is the operating core of the academy” (Fredericksen, 2017, p. 5). Loosely coupled
organizations, units, or departments are responsive to one another; however, each maintains its
unique identity and function, making systemic change, communication, as well as the
identification and improvement of antiquated practices challenging to execute (Birnbaum, 1988;
Kezar, 2001). As the operating core, faculty are directly responsible for executing the primary
functions of post-secondary institution, such as teaching, learning, and research (Thelin, 2011).
Therefore, mitigating academic and technological risks were critical first steps in reframing
online distance education as an efficient modality for distributing and accessing quality higher
education 20 years ago. However, with the wider adoption of online education, it is time to
involve student affairs practitioners in the efforts to innovate quality higher education. As Jones
Schuh, and Torres (2017) argued, it is important for today’s student affairs practitioners to
acknowledge, and proactively respond to, the extreme fluidity that exists within the higher
education environment; “they need to conceptualize their work as adding value to the
contemporary student experience” (p. 562).
Reframing Student Affairs for Online Education
In an effort to better align their roles with the evolving needs of today’s higher education
systems, especially those associated with the needs of online students, scholars such as Brindley
(2014), Dare et al. (2005), Floyd and Casey-Powell (2004), Kuk (2016), Sandeen and Barr
(2006), and Wilson (2017) have advocated for the reframing and restructuring of the student
affairs profession. Brindley (2014) and Floyd and Casey-Powell (2004) acknowledged the
importance of in-service training opportunities designed to educate student affairs professions on
various aspects of distance education service delivery, while Ortiz et al. (2015), Magolda and
Carnaghi (2017), and Sandeen and Barr (2006) addressed the responsibility that professional
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associations and graduate program accreditors have in affecting widespread professional reform.
However, developing in-service workshops, revising student affairs graduate preparation
program curricula, restructuring student services operations, and reframing respective roles
within the profession must be guided by research literature that informs administrative leaders,
graduate program faculty, and professional associations where the deficits lie.
Professional attrition, insufficient skills to compete for new technology-related roles, assertions
of being an expendable function, and a perceived lack of concerted inclusion in the adoption and
planning of strategic initiative have all been discussed as current challenges facing the student
affairs profession (Jones et al., 2017; McClellan & Stringer, 2016; Tull & Kuk, 2012). An indepth examination of how mid-level enrollment management practitioners experienced the
implementation of a distance education service unit, and the subsequent impact on their
preparedness to develop, manage, and sustain the new system, will provide insight into the needs
of the entire student affairs professional stakeholder group as student affairs endeavors to
become securely anchored into today’s online higher education community. As the confluence of
rapidly changing, and ubiquitous, technologies and an increasingly non-traditional student
population continues to place unprecedented demands on student affairs professionals, there is a
need to better understand the subsequent impact on their preparedness.
Conceptual Framework
The Quality Implementation Framework (QIF)
Meyers, Durlak, et al. (2012) introduced the Quality Implementation Framework (QIF), a
meta-framework that can serve as a how to guide in not only designing implementation plans,
but also in evaluating them. Specifically, the QIF provides “action-oriented steps that can serve
as practical guidance related to specific tasks to include in the planning and/or execution of
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implementation efforts (Meyers, Durlak, et al., 2012, p. 3). In addition, the QIF is a crossdisciplinary framework that may be applied to innovation implementations in various fields,
including healthcare, education, mental health treatment, program evaluation, etc. (Durlak, 2015;
Eboreime Eyles, Nxumalo, Eboreime, & Ramaswamy, 2019; Meyers, Durlak, et al., 2012; Padua
et al., 2014).
The QIF will be applied in this study to assess how mid-level enrollment management
practitioners experienced the implementation process in the charge to develop an online learning
unit at three dual-mode universities. Examining the implementation experiences of student
affairs practitioners, specifically mid-level enrollment management practitioners, will help to
provide a better understanding of how such activities may, or may not be, influence their
preparedness to facilitate quality support services for fully online students.
Individual and organizational change frameworks, such as Kotter’s (2012) Eight Stage
Change Process, were also considered for this study; however, not all participants have
experienced the organizational change. Participants were mid-level student affairs practitioners
responsible for overseeing enrollment management services within online learning service units.
While some of the mid-level enrollment management practitioners employed within online
learning service units transferred from offices within the university’s traditional operating
structure, others may have been new hires to the university. Regardless, all participants have
experienced the development of a new online learning services unit (i.e., Florida International
University Online [FIU Online], University of Maryland Global Campus [UMGC], Arizona
State University Online [ASU Online], etc.) as an implementation process.
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CAS General Standards and Self-Assessment Guide
The Council for the Advancement of Standards in Higher Education (CAS; 2020) is an
inter-association consortium of 41 higher education professional organizations that has
promulgated standards for the development, improvement, and assessment of quality programs,
services, and student learning since 1979. CAS published a Self-Assessment Guide (SAG) for
each of the 47 functional areas in which it has developed standards. Self-Assessment Guides are
used by individual practitioners and higher education institutions to guide the development and
assessment of programs and services. CAS General Standards (see Appendix C) represent the
characteristics pertinent to all student support services, programs, and functional areas, and may
be used independently to evaluate program and service quality (CAS, 2020). General Standards
are divided into 12 categories; however, to maintain the study’s feasibility, mid-level enrollment
management practitioners’ perceptions of service quality will be evaluated against the following
seven categories: Mission, Programs and Services, Organization and Leadership, Human
Resources, Ethics, Technology, and Assessment. Finally, this study will not employ the current
set of CAS General Standards, as outlined in CAS Professional Standards for Higher Education
(10th ed.), as it was published in May 2019; research for this study commenced in 2016.
Therefore, CAS General Standards published in CAS Professional Standards for Higher
Education (9th ed.) have been adopted for this study (CAS, 2017, 2020).

16

Definition of Terms
The following terms are used throughout this study.
Council for the Advancement of Standards in Higher Education (CAS) General Standards
Consortium of 40 higher education student affairs organizations and associations
dedicated to promoting the use of cooperatively established professional standards for the
development, evaluation, and improvement of quality student programs and services (Council for
the Advancement of Standards in Higher Education, 2020).
Centralized Distance Education Support Services Model
An approach to overseeing the design and delivery of online programs that consists of a
primary unit within a higher education institution. The unit/department coordinates and
facilitates related online processes such as course design and development, admissions,
registration, orientation, marketing, and other services. Faculty and academic program directors
typically retain oversight over development of curricula; however, courses are designed by
instructional designers who are housed within the centralized distance education support services
unit (Bergeron & Fornero, 2018).
Decentralized Distance Education Service Unit
An approach to the design and delivery of online programs that involves each academic
unit or department making their own decisions. Online program committees may be formed to
leverage expertise from various departments within the institution; however, workgroups tend to
be more independent and disjointed compared to centralized models. Although student services
may be available online primary operational oversight continues to reside within the traditional,
on-campus, student affairs/services system (Bergeron & Fornero, 2018).
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Distance Education Course
A course in which instructional content is delivered exclusively via distance education
(NCES, 2017).
Distance Education
Planned learning that normally occurs in a different place, and/or time, from teaching,
requiring special techniques of course design, teaching, communication, as well as special
organizational and administrative operational procedures (Carter, 2001; Moore & Kearsley,
2012).
Distance Education Program
Educational program in which all, or the majority, of the required coursework needed to
be delivered via distance education courses (NCES, 2017).
Distance Learning
Learning which is characterized by the separation of place and/or time between the
instructor and learner, and by the interaction between the learner and content, with an instructor
(Moore & Kearsley, 2012).
Distance Education System
The elements and processes that result in distance education, which includes learning,
teaching, communication, design, and management (Moore & Kearsley, 2012).
Dual-Mode Institution
A dual-mode college or university is one which has added distance education to its
already existing campus and class-based teaching model; on-campus modality remains primary
mode of educational delivery (Moore & Kearsley, 2012).
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Elements
The tangible and intangible interconnected components of a system. Elements within a
higher education system may include buildings, books, institutional culture, academic
departments, student affairs departments, staff, administrators, students, faculty, curricula,
technology, distance, etc. (Meadows, 2008).
Enrollment Management
An integration of information, resources, and services within registration, financial aid,
admissions, and student accounts (bursar) that prospective and current students need to start and
continue matriculation. These services often interface with the student information system and
are the first to be placed online (Crawley & Howe, 2016; Shea, 2005).
Graduate Student
A student with an earned bachelor’s degree or above who is enrolled in courses at the
post-baccalaureate level (NCES, 2017).
Innovation
An idea, practice, or objective that is perceived to be new by those who volunteer, or who
are selected to engage with the respective entity (Rogers, 2003; Zaltman , Duncan, and Holbek,
1973). “The development and implementation of ideas by people who over time engage in
transactions with others within an institutional order” (Van de Ven, 1984, p. 3).
Innovation Adoption
A decision by an individual or an organization to utilize an innovation as the best course
of action, rather than rejecting an innovation (Rogers, 1995).
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Innovation Implementation
Aggregated “events, actions, and decisions involved in putting the innovation into use”
(Rogers, 2003, p. 421).
Innovation Process
“The temporal sequence of events that occur as people interact with others to develop and
implement their innovation ideas within an institutional context” (Van de Ven, Angle, & Poole,
1989, p. 32).
Masters-Level Student Affairs Programs
Graduate programs designed to prepare students for careers as student affair practitioners.
Mid-Level Enrollment Management Practitioner
College and university personnel employed within admissions, registration, financial aid,
and student accounts (bursar) offices. In addition, enrollment management mid-level managers
will include employees within distance education service units/departments responsible for
overseeing enrollment management functions for online students. These individuals may work in
collaboration with traditional enrollment management staff in the planning, implementation, and
long-term delivery of online support services. Related position titles might include director of
online services, associate director of admissions, assistant director, student success manager,
director of online operations, etc.
Online Education
Education that includes all forms of teaching and learning that occurs via the Internet.
Online education also encompasses other similar terms that have emerged to describe some form
of Internet based distance education, such as online learning, e-learning, blended learning, hybrid
learning, and web-enhanced learning (Picciano, 2015).
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Professional Associations and Organizations
Entities dedicated to advancing a profession, the interest of individuals engaged in that
profession, and the public interest.
Professional Competencies
Skills, knowledge, and characteristics that professional associations, organizations, and
other related entities establish as essential for a successful career within a respective career field.
Professional Standards
Established criteria for developing, evaluating, and improving policies, processes,
programs, and services within a profession. Standards provide a shard language for
communicating best practices across, and within, disciplines (Finney & Horst, 2019).
Project Management
In order to satisfy the project requirements, the application of various skills, tools,
knowledge, and techniques to project activities (PMI, 2013).
Quality
Levels of excellence in distance education as measured, or adopted, by the standards
established within professional organizations and associations, conceptual frameworks,
stakeholder perceptions, and/or accrediting agencies.
Quality Matters (QM)
Nonprofit organization consisting of more than 60,000 members across K-12, higher
education, and corporate sectors that is dedicated to promoting, and preserving, quality assurance
standards in the design and development of online teaching and learning environments.
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Quality Implementation Framework (QIF)
A meta-framework of 14 critical steps that integrates the fundamental concepts of some
of the most prominent implementation frameworks. Defined by Meyers, Durlak, et al. (2012) as
the process of “putting an innovation into practice in such a way that it meets the necessary
standards to achieve the innovation’s desired outcomes” (p. 482).
Reframing
The ability to think about and respond to situations in more than one way, allowing for
the development of “alternative diagnoses and strategies” (Bolman & Deal, 2013, p. 5).
Strategic Management
Macro-level institutional planning that focuses on overall organizational performance and
the responsibilities that managers have in shaping organizational performance (Makadok,
Burton, & Barney, 2018).
Student Affairs Professional Association
An organization that seeks to advance the student affairs profession, the interests of its
members, as well as the interest of post-secondary students.
Student Services
The department, or unit, within a college or university responsible for delivering services
and support to students that will promote student success and engagement.
Student Services Staff, Professional, Practitioners
Higher education professionals who provide services and develop programs that impact
students’ college going experiences inside, and outside, of the classroom. These individuals may
be employed in, but not limited to, offices of admissions, financial aid, registration, career
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services, orientation, advising, counseling, student activities, residence life, and in distance
education.
Undergraduate Student
In the United States, a student enrolled in a four or five-year bachelor’s degree program,
an associate degree program, or a vocational, or technical program below the baccalaureate
(NCES, 2017).
Methodology
This study was guided by a hermeneutic phenomenological framework, allowing for the
effective examine of the in-depth first-hand experiences involved in implementing a distance
education services unit, from the perspective of mid-level enrollment management practitioners.
A phenomenological approach facilitated a better understanding of an understudied
phenomenon, such as the primary experiences of student affairs educators as they engaged with
the process of implementing an online distance education service unit within a traditional
university (Merriam, 1998; Naidu, 2009; Nassaji, 2015, p. 1; Schreiber & Asner-Self, 2011).
Data collection involved semi-structured interviews with enrollment management midlevel practitioners, and analysis of relevant documents and webpages. Collecting data through
multiple sources allowed the researcher to develop an in-depth understanding from creation of a
“rich, thick description” of the case (Merriam, 1998, p. 29), as well as afford greater
trustworthiness (Creswell, 2013, 2014).
Summary
As student demographics and needs have shifted in higher education over the last 200
years, student affairs professionals have contributed significant efforts to new innovations
designed to promote continued student engagement and success. Online learning is one of the
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most significant factors impacting the delivery of higher education in the 21st century. However,
as Moore and Kearsley (2012) have stated, student affairs is “an area that is generally less well
organized in distance education, and less well organized than the subsystems of course design
and instruction” (p. 167). Therefore, this study aims to change the narrative by introducing the
voices of student affairs practitioners into the conversation based on their unique needs and
experiences at a dual-mode institution, rather than use the experiences of faculty, students, and
administrators to critique their delivery of student services. This study afforded the opportunity
to engage in original, and rigorous, qualitative research within an uncharted area of need, which
will help higher education leaders learn how to better serve online learners.
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CHAPTER TWO: LITERATURE REVIEW
Introduction
This chapter begins with a review of the literature that examines the evolution of distance
education in the United States and the considerable role that it has played in facilitating change
throughout the higher education system for nearly two hundred years. Next, the chapter will
discuss the inception of student services within America’s higher education system that began to
emerge during the late 19th century. It will further represent how a focus on student learning and
development continues to anchor the work of student affairs within this post-secondary
constituency group as it strives to meet the needs of online learners in the 21st century. Finally,
this chapter will conclude with an introduction to innovation adoption and implementation
processes and the role that implementation activities play in stakeholder preparedness.
Distance Education Innovations
The U.S. Department of Education’s National Center for Educational Statistics (NCES)
defined distance education as an educational modality that utilizes one, or more, forms of
technology to deliver instruction to students “who are separated from the instructor, and to
support regular and substantive interaction between the students and the instructor synchronously
or asynchronously” (NCES, 2018, p. 10). Moore and Kearsley (2012) defined distance education
as planned learning that normally occurs in a different place from teaching, requiring special
techniques of course design, teaching, communication, as well as special organizational and
administrative operational procedures.
While both definitions addressed the separation of teaching and learning, Moore’s and
Kearsley’s (2012) description of distance education highlighted its influence on other elements
that support the educational process, such as communication, course development, and
administration. In addition, the latter delineation introduced distance education as a disruption to
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the norm, acknowledging the idea that as the element of distance, or separation, interacts with
various aspects of the higher education system unique circumstances emerge that necessitate
operational changes. As such, since its inception more than two hundred years ago with the
launch of the first correspondence course, distance education has conceivably served as the most
significant phenomenon responsible for driving ubiquitous, and consistent, change within higher
education systems across the United States (Moore & Kearsley, 2012).
Correspondence Study
Nearly, each new construct of distance education has been preceded by technological
advancements that inspired higher education leaders to champion innovation designed to
increase educational access. For example, correspondence study, distance education in which
educational materials were transported between teachers and students via postal service, can be
traced back to 1728 when Caleb Phillips, a shorthand teacher, published an ad in the Boston
Gazette promoting his shorthand lessons to prospective students throughout the country (Bower
& Hardy, 2004; Flouty, 2016, Kentnor, 2015; Talbert & Meira, 2011). Nevertheless, the surge of
formally structured correspondence study programs did not emerge in the United States until
more than one hundred years later when the development of steamships and steam locomotives
resulted in the expansion of a more efficient communication system via the United States Postal
Service. An industrialized postal service allowed goods and materials to be transported across the
country faster and cheaper than the antiquated system of horseback couriers, thus establishing
free urban and rural mail delivery (Caruth & Caruth, 2013).
Education and industry leaders, such as Anna Eliot Ticknor, Thomas J. Foster, and
William Rainey Harper recognized the feasibility of using the postal service to deliver
educational materials to those with limited opportunity and/or access to tertiary education, such
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as rural citizens, housewives, and working men (Bower & Hardy, 2004; Caruth & Caruth, 2013;
Casey, 2008; Talbert & Meira, 2011). For example, in 1873 Anna Eliot Ticknor established The
Society to Encourage Study at Home to provide home study opportunities for women living in
rural locations, as well as those from affluent families who were not permitted to relocate for
college (Casey, 2008; Kentor, 2015). During its 24 years of operation, The Society to Encourage
Study at Home offered college-level correspondence studies to more than 7,000 women across
socioeconomic classes and geographical locations (Bergmann, 2001).
While Ticknor sought to expand educational access for women, Thomas J. Foster
founded The Colliery Engineer School of Mines in direct response to a growing need for mining
safety instruction in Pennsylvania after the passing of the Mine Safety Act of 1885
(Britt, 2015; Casey, 2008). The Mine Safety Act of 1885 required Pennsylvania miners to
undertake safety training and to pass a written exam before being permitted to work (Britt,
2015). Foster, a newspaper publisher and editor, originally allocated a weekly Q&A column in
which professional engineers provided answers to exam practice questions submitted by miners.
By 1981, the column’s popularity and success led to the design of instructional materials and
mining correspondence courses. The Colliery Engineer School of Mines now operates as Penn
Foster Inc., an online for-profit entity offering high school, college, and career training programs
to more than 130,000 students worldwide (Britt, 2015; Casey, 2008; Moore & Kearsley, 2005).
As such, correspondence courses allowed select programs to become widespread.
Because correspondence courses were easier to disseminate than on-site programs, these
courses could be used to connect with underserved students. The Morrill Land-Grant Act of 1862
helped to advance correspondence study in the U.S. higher education system with the
establishment of extension programs at traditional colleges and universities. Upon being
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appointed the inaugural president of the University of Chicago in 1892, William Rainey Harper
introduced plans for the Extension Division to “reach out to those who were otherwise
unprovided for” (Moore & Kearsley, 2012, p. 25). As the Morrill Land-Grant Act of 1862
dictated, the University of Chicago’s Extension Division sought to disseminate agricultural,
mechanical, military, as well as the traditional scientific and classical studies to the larger public
(Kang, 2009). Underserved students would be permitted to earn half of their undergraduate
and/or graduate degree credits through correspondence study (Bower & Hardy, 2004; Kentor,
2015; Pittman, 2008; Scott, 1999; Talbert & Meira, 2011). However, faculty opposition forced
Harper to concede on several operational terms, such as only permitting students to complete
one-third of their coursework by correspondence and requiring travel to campus for entrance and
exit exams (Pittman, 2008). Nevertheless, Harper’s modified plan of correspondence study at the
University of Chicago eventually served as a model for other higher education institutions that
desired to expand their academic programs to underserved citizens seeking baccalaureate studies
(Moore & Kearsley, 2012; Pittman, 2008). Correspondence programs made education accessible
for those who were otherwise unable to attend a face-to-face program.
Broadcast Radio and Educational Television
Radio broadcast materialized in 1921 when the University of Salt Lake City became the
first educational entity to receive an educational radio license from the federal government. By
1925, university radio stations, such as the University of Iowa’s WOI, the University of
Wisconsin’s WHA, the University of Minnesota’s WLB, and the University of Illinois’s WRM,
had established educational programming (Moore & Kearsley, 2012). According to Pittman
(1986), out of the 13 post-secondary institutions that were offering for-credit radio
correspondence courses by 1927, the University of Iowa established, perhaps, the most renowned
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program, enrolling nearly 100 students during its first two enrollment periods. Unfortunately, a
lack of faculty support and expertise in the newly constructed educational modality, as well as
technical limitations, resulted in the termination of for-credit broadcast radio educational
programming across the United States by 1940 (Pittman, 1986; Shepperd, 2014).
In 1932, the University of Iowa became the first higher education institution in America
to experiment with educational television (ETV) by broadcasting telecourses about specific
disciplines, such as astronomy and dentistry (Harting & Erthal, 2005; Moore & Kearsley, 2005).
By 1939, the University of Iowa was broadcasting nearly 400 educational programs via the
W9XK experimental television station located on its campus (Anderson, 2010; Dill, 1991;
Kentor, 2015). The surge of post-secondary institutions launching educational television during
the mid-1900s, such as Kansas State University and the University of Michigan, contributed to
the Federal Communications Commission (FCC) suspending the new television licensure
process in 1948 until they could resolve issues related to signal interference and frequency
allocations (Kentor, 2015). However, in 1952, the FCC addressed the growing enthusiasm in
ETV by allocating 242 of the 2,053 noncommercial television frequencies for education (Kentor,
2015; Moore & Kearsley, 2005, 2012).
Other major breakthroughs in ETV included the partnerships between The National
Broadcasting Company (NBC) and Johns Hopkins University who collaborated to distribute forcredit courses through Continental Classroom. From 1957 to 1960 Columbia Broadcasting
System (CBS) partnered with New York University to air Sunrise Semester, educational
television in which for-credit courses such as History of Western Civilization, General
Psychology, Shakespeare’s Major Tragedies, and American Urban Politics were accessible to
tuition paying students. By 1985, more than 1,000 colleges and universities were providing
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telecourses for nearly 600,000 adult learners (Flouty, 2016; Kentnor, 2015; Moore & Kearsley,
2005, 2012). The expansion of television technology and partnerships with broadcast stations
enabled post-secondary institutions to expand access while giving teachers an opportunity to
improve their pedagogical technique.
AIM and The United Kingdom’s Open University
The expansion of U.K.’s Open Universities was the indirect result of a project sponsored
by the Carnegie foundation from 1964 to 1968, The Articulation Instructional Media Project
(AIM) at the University of Wisconsin-Madison. In alignment with the tenets of the Wisconsin
Idea, the primary objective of AIM was to test the concept of combining the communication
technologies that were currently being used to facilitate learning, such as printed study guides,
correspondence tutoring, broadcasting, audiotapes, local library resources, and teleconferencing,
to increase low-cost and high quality educational opportunities for those unable to pursue oncampus studies (Saba, 2014; University of Wisconsin, 2017).
Charles A. Wedmeyer, the leading theorist responsible for advancing the construct of the
independent learner, oversaw the implementation of AIM. Wedmeyer, who is considered one of
the most significant pioneers of distance education, envisioned a system in which the integration
of various communication technologies would result in the delivery of higher quality educational
content and teaching that students could engage according to their unique learning style. To
execute this vision of a learning-centered approach to the delivery of distance education,
Wedmeyer and his colleagues made the unprecedented decision to team technical specialist and
instructional designers with faculty to develop distance education courses. Faculty served as
subject matter experts for their respective disciplines while the instructional designers and
technical specialists were responsible for guiding them through the process of restructuring the
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delivery of their educational content to promote maximum learner autonomy (Saba, 2014;
University of Wisconsin, 2017). Contemporary instructional designers and technologists serve as
critical resources for both novice and experienced online faculty, aiding them in acquiring new
skills and competencies to effectively develop and teach in the online environment (Halupa,
2019).
According to Wedmeyer, the lack of autonomy over faculty and curriculum selections,
insufficient funding, and a lack of control over the awarding of student credentials resulted in
AIMs early termination and overall lack of success (Moore & Kearsley, 2005, 2012; Saba,
2014). However, nearly 50 years later, AIM is recognized as one of the most significant
contributions to the evolution of distance education because it established the systems approach
that is currently used to organize and disseminate large scale distance education services to a
heterogeneous higher education constituency. The AIM project was the first assessable model to
demonstrate how the design of curriculum, the production of learning materials, as well as the
facilitation and evaluation of learning, could be divided between collaborating specialists to
construct efficient, yet interdependent, teams capable of sustaining a distance education system
(Saba, 2014).
Under Wedmeyer’s consultation, and the unwavering resolve of British policy makers,
The Open University (OKOU) was established in 1969 in Milton Keynes, United Kingdom,
emulating many of the successful features of AIM, while avoiding those which contributed to its
early dissolution (Casey, 2008; The Open University, 2017). OKOU, the UK’s largest university
with enrollments of more than 250,000 students, has operated as a single-mode institution with
complete autonomy from the traditional higher education system since its inception (Harting &
Erthal, 2005; Ray, Blackmore, & Armson, 2007). The Open University regulated its own budget,
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became accredited to award degrees, and established the criteria for faculty selection, thereby
achieving the three hallmarks of success that AIM lacked (Moore & Kearsley, 2012). The
success of Open University provided a viable operating model for fully online for-profit
institutions in the United States, as well as traditional colleges and universities that have
implemented centralized online education delivery units.
Teleconferencing
Teleconferencing garnered, perhaps, more excitement from the higher education
community than any other form of distance education. For the first time, technology facilitated a
new learning medium that closely resembled the classroom environment. Unlike correspondence
study, radio broadcasting, and television broadcasting, teleconferencing permitted two-way
synchronous communication, rather than restricting teachers and students to one-to-one
asynchronous communications (O’Dowd, 2016).
The first significant teleconference system set-up for educational purposes was in 1965 at
the University of Wisconsin-Madison as a part of the AIM project. The Educational Telephone
Network (ETN) was developed by one of Wedemeyer’s students, Dr. Lorne Parker, to enable
communication for physicians enrolled in UW’s continuing education program. ETN originally
connected 18 locations to one program every week; however, it eventually grew to service more
than 35,000 users participating in at least one of 100 programs across 200 locations at university
campuses, libraries, hospitals, court houses, and K-12 schools (Moore & Kearsley, 2012).
Originally, teleconferencing only allowed for one-way video and two-way audio
communications. Therefore, students could see and hear facilitators located at the originating
site; however, they could only respond to the facilitator and peers via audio communication.
Advancements in video technology resulted in Penn State University distributing the first
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graduate-level courses via two-way video conference in January 1986, as students at the
University Park campus connected with groups of students at Penn’s Erie campus.
As fiber-optic technology began to improve the capacity of fiber-optic communication
systems during the 1990s and early 2000s, two-way video conferencing became more efficient in
cost and transmission, allowing students and instructors to communicate through synchronous
video display on personal computers (Moore & Kearsley, 2012).
Online Learning: Computer and Web-based Instruction
PLATO (Programmed Logic for Automatic Teaching Operations), developed at the
University of Illinois at Urbana Champaign in 1960, is recognized as one of the original forms of
computer-based instruction (Huffman, Albritton, Wilmes, & Rickman, 2011; University of
Illinois, 2018). PLATO I was a unique timesharing system that connected the University’s
mainframe computer, ILLIAC I, to a single room of terminals where users could retrieve more
than 14,000 hours of lesson (Inglis, Ling, & Joosten, 2002). PLATO I, UIC’s experiment with
distributing educational content over a local area network, was confined by exorbitant operating
costs and other technological limitations of the 1960s and early 1970s. As mainframe computers
became faster, subsequent versions of PLATO resulted in the use of graphic display terminals
and touchscreen technology. While PLATO served as the precursor for modern tools of
computer aided instruction, such as email and chat rooms, high operating costs and cumbersome
equipment prevented it from being diffused throughout the educational community.
In 1969, the U.S. Department of Defense became the first entity to set-up a computer
network through its Advance Research Project Agency (ARPA; Inglis et al., 2002). The network
linked university, armed forces, and defense contract computers. In 1980, Duke University’s
USENET, Yale University’s BITNET, and the City University of New York’s BITNET became
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the first internet networks dedicated to education (Moore & Kearsley, 2012). BITNET (Because
It’s Time Network) allowed the exchange of email and data files, as well as the accessibility of
bulletin boards and library resources (Inglis et al., 2002).
The sphere of distance education opportunities expanded significantly in 1991 when Tim
Berners-Lee’s work with HTML (Hypertext Markup Language) enabled computer files in
different locations to be interconnected with hyperlinks (Inglis et al., 2002; Perry & Pilati, 2011),
which helped establish the Word Wide Web (Web). Prior to the development of the Web, the
Internet was used to interconnect large computer systems to transmit emails, provide remote
access, and to transmit data files. However, the Web allowed for the sharing of hyperlinked
documents over the Internet (Inglis et al., 2002; Perry & Pilati, 2011). More significantly, the
web-based technologies facilitated a historical paradigm shift within higher education because
for the first-time educational exchange could instantly occur anytime at anywhere in the world.
Unlike the technological advancements that influenced each new construct of distance
education from the 1700s to mid-1900s (i.e., correspondence study, radio, television, and
teleconferencing), computer and web-based instruction enabled the design of learning
experiences comparable to those achieved in on-campus classrooms (Larrreamendy-Joerns &
Leinhardt, 2006). Chat rooms, discussion boards, email threads, virtual labs, e-books, embedded
multimedia, and other online technologies permitted interactive learning and versatility in the
exchange of knowledge, thereby reducing isolation in distance education (Larrreamendy-Joerns
& Leinhardt, 2006; Metz, 1996). As Larreamendy-Joerns and Leinhardt (2006) and Oblinger
(2001) argued, the success of online distance education is due, in part, to its ability to increase
post-secondary educational access for non-traditional students and reduce the cost of educational
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delivery, while also restoring the autonomous pedagogical creativity associated with high quality
on-campus instruction.
Enrollment Trends
According to Seaman, Allen, and Seaman (2018), distance education, also known as
online education, continues to drive higher education enrollment growth in the United States. For
data collection and analysis purposes, distance education was defined as a learning modality that
utilizes at least one form of technology to distribute instruction (synchronously or
asynchronously) to students who are geographically separated from the course instructor. More
than 6 million (31.6%) students attending a public, private non-profit, or private for-profit higher
education institution in fall 2016 were enrolled in at least one distance education course. More
than 3,000,000 (47.2%) students enrolled in distance education courses during fall 2016 were
classified as exclusively distance; these students did not enroll in any on-campus courses. At
private non-profit institutions, 84.9% of the registered students were exclusively distance
education, followed by 65.4% at private non-profit institutions, and 35.3% at public colleges or
universities. The smaller percentage of exclusively distance students in the public institutions
category (35.3%) correlates with this sector’s overall total student enrollments in comparison to
the aggregates for private non-profit, and private for-profit institutions. An estimated 83% of
distance education students were enrolled as undergraduates (Seaman et al., 2018).
Post-secondary enrollment data indicates that the number of students enrolling in distance
education courses continue to increase while year-over-year total enrollments decline. In fall
2012, 25.9% of students enrolled at a degree-granting higher education institution in the U.S.
registered for at least one distance education course. That percentage increased to 27.1% in 2013,
28.3% in 2014, 29.7% in 2015, and 31.6% in 2016, representing four consecutive years of
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distance education enrollment growth (Allen & Seaman, 2017, 2018). In contrast, in fall 2016,
overall higher education enrollments declined for the fourth consecutive year, decreasing by
3.8% from fall 2012 (Allen & Seaman, 2018).
Course Delivery Modalities
As documented in Table 1 below, online education initiatives are typically categorized as
web-based facilitated courses, blended/hybrid/flip courses, ad hoc online courses and programs,
fully online programs, school-as-a-service (OPM Partnerships), competency-based courses and
programs, and/or MOOCs (Allen & Seaman, 2011; Hill, 2012; Graham, 2018).
Table 1: Common Online Education Course Delivery Modalities
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Post-secondary institutions may choose to implement using a single online education delivery
modality, or a combination of modalities, depending on their mission, resources, student
population, faculty accord, etc. (Hill, 2012; Templeton & Linder, 2018). Nevertheless, the online
education modality selected for implementation will not only determine the scope of pedagogical
changes required within academic units, but also the structural, operational, and policy changes
needed within student services (Burkle & Cleveland-Innes, 2013; Dickson-Deane, Tolbert,
McMahon, & Funk, 2018; Hornak, Akweks, & Jeffs, 2010).
Web-facilitated courses, blended/hybrid courses, and flipped courses do not fully
eliminate students’ engagement with the physical campus, as some face-to-face sessions are still
required. Consequently, students enrolled in web-facilitated courses, blended/hybrid courses, and
flipped courses may continue to seek support through on-campus services. However, students
participating in one of the fully online modalities (i.e., Online/Fully Online Courses, Fully
Online Programs, School-as-a-Service supported programs, etc.) might have limited
opportunities to seek on-campus support due to their work schedules, proximity to campus,
family obligations, etc. (Schroeder & Cook, 2018). Therefore, existing online services originally
designed for the on-campus student population may be deemed insufficient for fully online
students (Bailey & Brown, 2016). As such, an institution’s decision to offer fully online courses
and/or programs must include a thorough assessment of potential student services policy issues,
on-going discussion and mitigation of identified issues, and an implementation plan targeting the
specific needs of fully online students (SchWeber, 2008).
Escoffery, Leppke, Robinson, Mettler, Miner, and Smith (2005) summarized the
processes involved with implementing the Career Masters of Public Health (CMPH) program at
Emory University, emphasizing the importance of establishing clear channels of communication
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to collaborate with admissions, financial aid, international student affairs, enrollment, and other
areas within student services to design targeted services for online learners. Such collaboration
led to the effective modification of their student recruitment process, an online new student
orientation, virtual academic advising, and interactive career development services within Emory
University’s learning management system. In addition, the online CMPH program received early
and consistent support from Emory University and the Rollins School of Public Health. CMPH
program administrators and staff were invited to serve on school-wide committees, faculty and
staff received training and professional development opportunities in distance education, and a
new learning management system was acquired, in part, to support both the online and oncampus programs. Although Emory’s initiative involved the implementation of a single program,
this article illustrated the positive impact that strong and institutional-wide communication
channels, staff and faculty training, appropriate technology, and early evaluation of the
operational infrastructure had on the outcome of an online education innovation irrespective of
the scope of the innovation.
Kendall (2005) also emphasized the significant impact that early evaluation of existing
policies, cross-unit collaborations, consistent communication, and planning had on Washington
State University’s ability to provide quality student services to fully online students. An early
adaptor of the fully online delivery modality, Washington State University Global Campus
(WSU Global Campus) launched in 1992 with 57 students enrolled across six disciplines. By
2005, WSU Global Campus was serving nearly 6,000 students each semester. Guided by Shea
and Armitage’s (2002) model of recommended services for online learners (see Figure 1), WSU
initially assessed whether all policies were uniformly applied to fully online and on-campus
students. When uniformity did not exist between both online and on-campus modalities but was
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appropriate, WSU Global Campus staff collaborated with on-campus student services units to
establish new policies and procedures. As a result, operational policies and procedures within
admissions, financial aid, registration, career counseling, etc. were modified. Perhaps most
significantly, WSU Global Campus also consulted with the traditional on-campus student
services units when selecting vendors to provide services that were beyond the scope of the
traditional unit’s operational abilities (Kendall, 2005).
In 2019, WSU Global Campus enrolled approximately 3,300 students across nearly 50
fully online certificate, undergraduate, and graduate programs. Accounting for more than 10% of
the university’s total enrollments in 2019, WSU Global is its third largest campus. WSU Global
Campus is recognized as one of the best online undergraduate programs in the nation by U.S.
News and World Reports (Washington State University [WSU], 2020).
In contrast, a lack of consistent and deliberate collaboration between key stakeholders,
insufficient planning, inadequate communication, and limited opportunities for stakeholders to
acquire the skills and knowledge needed to successfully implement a virtual campus were critical
factors that contributed to the dismantling of The University of Illinois Global Campus just one
year after admitting its first cohort (Johnson, 2010; Newman & Windes, 2017). Only a few of the
academic departments across the University of Illinois System’s three physical campuses were
offering online course within their programs when The Global Campus initiative was approved
in 2007 (Johnson, 2010). Therefore, as a disruptive innovation, The Global Campus necessitated
an implementation plan designed to help faculty, staff, and administrators acquire the capacity to
achieve the initiative’s primary outcomes and objectives. Unfortunately, implementation
activities resulted in enrollments that fell drastically below the targeted steady-state goal of
9,000-10,000 students by 2012 (Turner, 2009; Wurth, 2008). The inaugural cohort started in
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January 2008 with less than 15 students; 10 months later, just under 125 students were enrolled
in Global Campus programs (Des Garennes, 2008; Turner, 2009).
Operational Models
Bergeron and Fornero (2018) introduced two principal models for operationalizing online
education courses and programs: Centralized Approach and Decentralized Approach. As
outlined in Table 2 below, a fully centralized approach to online education design and delivery
employs a primary unit within a post-secondary institution to coordinate the administrative,
course design and development, technology support, student services, faculty development, etc.
needs associated with operationalizing online innovations. Decisions regarding budget and
staffing of academic support resources are often made centrally and distributed across the
academic units (Templeton & Linder, 2018).
Table 2: Centralized and Decentralized Online Education Operational Models
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Similarly, the distance education unit partners with various traditional on-campus student support
services units, such as admissions, registration, financial aid, orientation, and student accounts to
outline policies and procedures for the fully online population; however, the distance education
unit is often responsible for delivering level-one front-line student services to fully online
students (Bergeron & Fornero, 2018). Student services staff (student affairs professionals)
responsible for delivering front-line support may physically reside within the distance education
unit and report to a vice-president or director of distance education. In contrast, student services
staff supporting a centralized unit may reside within the distance education unit and report to the
distance education administrator within the respective unit, and to a traditional on-campus
student affairs administrator (Templeton & Linder, 2018).
Within more decentralized models, academic units retain primary oversight for online
program and course offerings. Faculty might seek online course design and development
assistance from instructional designers within a faculty development or distance education
support unit; however, that unit operates as an optional resource (Bergeron & Fornero, 2018).
Student services within a fully decentralized model is typically managed independently, with
each functional area retaining principal oversight for operational logistics and service delivery
(Bergeron & Fornero, 2018).
The prevailing online education operational model that ensues at post-secondary
institutions is often dependent upon institutional culture and mission, budget, current operational
infrastructure, faculty governance, and prowess to implement online education initiatives
(Springer, 2018; Templeton & Linder, 2018). In addition, online education innovations may
exhibit characteristics of both centralized and decentralized operational approaches (Bergeron &
Fornero, 2018; Templeton & Linder, 2018). For example, The UI Global Campus was originally
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proposed as an independent, fully centralized, for-profit model that would rely on newly hired
adjunct faculty, administrators, and student support services staff to create a fourth campus
(Johnson, 2010, p. 1; Newman & Windes, 2017). The final plan approved by the University of
Illinois Board of Directors in 2007 shifted oversight of academic programs and educational
policies to a faculty committee; however, The Global Campus was ultimately implemented as a
centralized entity. A decentralized model emerged after The Global Campus was dismantled, as
oversight for the design and implementation of online education initiatives was returned to the
academic departments across each of the system’s three campuses (Johnson, 2010; Newman &
Windes, 2017). Other examples of primarily centralized online education operational models
include The University of Maryland Global Campus (UMGC), Florida International University
Online (FIU Online), and Penn State World Campus. The aforementioned entities where
implemented as the central online education division for its respective university, chiefly
responsible for overseeing online faculty development and student support services. The
divisions collaborate with academic units to strategically plan for the selection and development
of new online courses; however, ownership of program curricula and courses resides within the
academic units (Florida International University Online [FIU Online] 2020; Penn State World
Campus, 2020; University of Maryland Global Campus [UMGC], 2020)
Based on analyses of the institutional websites, Ivy Tech Community College, Valencia
College, and Seminole State College appear to have implemented some version of a
decentralized approach to online education delivery (Ivy Tech Community College [ITCC],
2020; Seminole State College [SSC], 2020; Valencia College [VC], 2020). Seminole State
College and Ivey Tech Community College advertise the offering of online courses and online
programs. In contrast, Valencia College does not advertise any fully online degree programs;
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rather, their website stated that many “courses” are offered online (VC, 2020). Instructional
designers and technologist within faculty development departments and e-learning departments
at all three institutions appear to serve as resources to support faculty in the design and
development of online courses. Central responsibility for online course development resides
within each academic department. In terms of student services for fully online students,
Seminole State directed students to The Office of eServices for assistance beyond its
MySeminoleState online portal (SCC, 2020). Ivy Tech Community College and Valencia
College do not appear to have separate offices dedicated to providing student services for the
online population. Although Ivy Tech Community College, Seminole State College, and
Valencia College are all classified as 2-Year post-secondary institutions, each has established an
online education delivery model that uniquely aligns with its mission, needs, and resources
(ITCC, 2020; SCC, 2020). Similarly, participants of this study will share diverse experiences that
resulted, in-part, from their institution’s unique mission, needs, and resources.
Higher education institutions may choose to outsource, or partner, with an online
program management (OPM) company to implement and manage online education initiatives.
OPMs are for-profit companies that specialize in marketing/lead generation, enrollment
management, course development, 24/7 technical helpdesk, faculty development, and/or student
services support for the online education market (Murray, 2019; Springer, 2018). Colleges and
universities typically seek external support to implement their online education infrastructure due
to insufficient financial, human, and/or infrastructural resources (Hillman & Corkery, 2010;
Hoffman, 2012; Murray, 2019; Springer, 2018). OPM partnerships can eliminate some of the
resource barriers through tuition revenue-share contracts that involve them covering all up-front
costs at the start of implementation for more than 50% of the profits gained through student
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matriculate (Kim, 2018). The scale of services offered by OPM companies are undoubtedly
appealing to institutions that lack adequate resources and expertise to operationalize online
education initiatives. However, in alignment with themes that emerged from Springer’s (2018)
instrumental case study that sought to understand how OPM and higher education partnerships
operate, institutions should evaluate the OPM’s reputation in the industry, congruency with their
vision, up-front investment, alignment of enrollment expectations, level of shared accountability,
and overall commitment to quality.
Standards of Quality Online Education
Quality within higher education functions as a subjective construct, resulting from the
unique perceptions and interpretations of respective stakeholder groups (Cleary, 2001). Parker
(2005) added that attempting to establish a uniform definition of quality in online higher
education is even more of a laborious and, ultimately, improbable task because units of analysis
for accessing quality in online higher education are often different than those used for accessing
quality in traditional higher education. As such, the variability in how “quality” has been
perceived by online faculty, professional associations and organizations, accreditation
organizations, students, administrators, etc. has resulted in numerous standards and frameworks
for establishing and evaluating quality in online education delivery (Chaney, Eddy, Dorman,
Glessner, Green, & Lara-Alecio, 2009; Esfijani, 2018; Frydenberg, 2002; Stewart, Goodson,
Miertschin, Norwood, & Ezell, 2013).
Esfijani’s (2018) meta-synthesis review of quality of online education measurement
approaches found OLC’s pillars of quality (AAC = 26.23), IHEP’s quality benchmarks (AAC =
23.23), Frydenberg’s quality standards (AAC = 15.06), and Jung’s quality dimensions (AAC =
13.29) to have the highest average annual citations (AACs), respectively, among relevant
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literature published from 2000 to 2015. As discussed in Chapter 1, the Online Learning
Consortium (OLC; 2019), formally the Sloan Consortium, is a network of faculty,
administrators, and other online practitioners committed to advancing quality online education
teaching and learning. The OLC’s framework of five inter-related pillars factors for developing
and evaluating quality online education include Learning Effectiveness, Scale (formally Cost
Effectiveness and Institutional Commitment), Access, Faculty Satisfaction, and Student
Satisfaction (Esfijani, 2018; Lorenzo & Moore, 2002; Moore, 2005; OLC, 2020).
The quality benchmarks promulgated by the Institute for Higher Education Policy (IHEP)
derived from their case-study of six colleges and universities that were recognized as having
extensive experience in online education in the late-1990s: Brevard Community College,
Regents College, the University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign, the University of Maryland
University College, Utah State University, and Weber State University (Phipps & Merisotis,
2000). Commissioned by the National Education Association (NEA) and Blackbord, Inc., the
study sought to understand the extent to which popular distance education quality benchmarks,
according to their comprehensive search of the existing literature in 1998, were being
incorporated in the procedures, policies, and practices by earlier adopters of online education. In
addition, IHEP sought to understand how important the leading benchmarks were to the
institutions’ administrators, faculty, and students. Data collection and analysis resulted in the
eliminate of 13 out of the 45 originally identified quality benchmarks, and the inclusion of three
new benchmarks. The quality benchmarks were grouped into the following seven categories:
Institutional Support, Course Development, Teaching/Learning, Course Structure, Student
Support, Faculty Support, and Evaluation and Assessment (Phipps & Merisotis, 2000).
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Similarly, Frydenberg’s (2002) quality standards in e-learning were derived from a
synthesis of quality standards commonly presented in distance education literature during the
early 2000s. The “nine-cell matrix” presented by Frydenberg (2002) incorporated the following
quality standards: Executive Commitment, Technology Infrastructure, Student Services, Design
and Development, Instruction and Instructor Services, Program Delivery, Financial Health, and
Legal and Regulatory Requirements.
Jung’s (2011) quality dimensions resulted from her exploratory factor analysis, and
confirmatory factor analysis of 795 (299 exploratory; 496 confirmatory) adult learners’
perspective of quality in their online learning experiences. Participants identified the following
as key dimensions to consider when assessing e-learning quality: Interaction, Staff Support,
Institutional Quality Assurance Mechanism, Institutional Credibility, Learner Support,
Information and Publicity, and Learning Tasks. Disparate from the previously described
frameworks, Jung’s (2011) quality dimensions derived from the perspectives of students, rather
than faculty and administrators. In addition, participants were enrolled in a South Korean higher
education institution.
With exception to Jung’s quality dimensions (2011), each of the top four most referenced
quality of online education frameworks, as revealed by Esfijani’s (2018), were published
between 2000 and 2002. The OLC’s pillars of quality (AAC = 26.23), IHEP’s quality
benchmarks (AAC = 23.23), and Frydenberg’s quality standards (AAC = 15.06) were all in
circulation 8 to 10 years prior to the publication of Jung’s quality dimensions (AAC = 13.29).
According to Esfijani (2018) Quality Matters’ rubric standards, which is recognized as a leading
online education quality framework to guide faculty and course developers in the development
and evaluation of online courses, received an AAC score of only 5.53 (Esfijani, 2018; Shelton,
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2010; QM, 2020). However, unlike the online education quality frameworks presented by
Lorenzo and Moore (2002), Moore (2005), OLC (2020), Phipps and Merisotis (2000),
Frydenberg (2002), and Jung (2011), the fundamental elements of Quality Matters are focused
on faculty development and course design (QM, 2020), limiting its applicability to the faculty
and instructional designer stakeholder groups. Therefore, researchers and practitioners should be
cautious about ascribing higher value to any specific framework based on its average annual
citations alone. As Cleary (2001) and Ozdemir and Loose (2014) advised in the selection of an
appropriate quality framework to guide and assess online education initiatives, the merit of each
aforementioned framework should be evaluated based on the contextual details of its standards,
pillars, dimensions, benchmarks, or principles when fully researched; the research methodology;
the research purpose; intended application of the framework; and the audience.
Decoding the Lexicon
Earlier constructs of distance education, such as correspondence study and
teleconferencing, advanced new, yet distinct, terminology to differentiate non-face-to-face
instruction from traditional face-to-face instruction. However, the integration of computer and
web-based technologies, such as virtual labs, email, multimedia, and the Internet, into postsecondary education has obscured the distance education lexicon (Kanuka & Conrad, 2003;
Saba, 2013). E-learning, online learning, online education, virtual learning, web-based learning,
distributed learning, and a host of other terms are often used synonymously to identify computer
and web-based learning environments in which teachers and students are separated
geographically (Moore, Dickson-Deane, & Galyen, 2010; Volery & Lord, 2000). Moore,
Dickson-Dean, and Galyen (2010) argued that the inconsistency and interchangeability of
distance education terminology is problematic for researchers, in-part, because it hinders their
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ability to build upon previous research through cross-study comparisons. Ambiguity, and a lack
of precision when discussing, examining, and describing distance education, also impedes
researchers’ ability to replicate previous studies (Lowenthal, Wilson, & Parrish, 2009). Saba
(2013) further affirmed that clarity and consistency in the application of foundational
terminology are essential to support novice students, administrators, and other decision makers
who may be unfamiliar with the history of distance education.
Throughout the remainder of this study, “distance education,” rather than “distance
learning,” will be used to articulate the broad category of educational modalities in which
teachers and students engage in the process of education while physically separated. The former
will represent the organizational framework and processes that enable the transmission of
knowledge, while the latter will represent the outcome, or product, of distance education
instruction (Kanuka & Conrad, 2003). Finally, “online education” will be used to identify the
mode of distance education that incorporates various computer and web-based technologies.
Online learning will denote the activities and outcomes resulting from the engagement in online
education environments.
Understanding the Student Affairs Profession
Throughout the 17th and early 18th centuries, the mission of many colonial colleges was
to develop students into educated citizens with moral and religious character (Rudolph, 1990;
Thelin, 2011). Nevertheless, the student population that many of these higher education
institutions were concerned with was a small, and homogeneous, group of wealthy White AngloSaxon Protestant males (Karabel, 2005; Rudolph, 1990; Thelin, 2011). As Thelin and Gasman
(2017) acknowledged, American colonists endeavored to emulate the English academy, which
focused on producing religious and political leaders. Collegiate participation served as a requisite
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token of current social standing for the affluent, rather than a chance at upward mobility for the
underprivileged (Karabel, 2005; Thelin & Gasman, 2017). Discernibly, such exclusivity resulted
in smaller student enrollments, which was easily managed by the president, a limited number of
faculty, and administrators. However, the signing of the Morrill Acts of 1862 and 1890, the end
of the Civil War, the founding of all women’s seminaries and co-ed institutions ushered in a new
group of students who faculty and administrators found themselves inexperienced and
unequipped to manage: rural white men from disadvantaged backgrounds, white women, and a
select number of African Americans (Coomes & Gerda, 2016). In response to the rapidly
changing higher education structure spurred by shifting student demographics, increased faculty
research responsibilities, as well as the expansion of curricular, co-curricular, and extracurricular offerings during the mid-1800s, the student affairs profession began to emerge
(Coomes & Gerda, 2016; Mann, 2010; Nuss, 2003; Schwartz & Stewart, 2017).
Deans of Women and Deans of Men
Presidents and faculty governed students under the doctrine of in loco parentis during the
colonial era (Thelin & Gasman, 2017). In loco parentis, which persisted in some manner until
the 1960s, assigned parental authority to faculty in academic, disciplinary, and personal matters.
Students often rebelled against such authoritarian oversight; however, the practice of in loco
parentis was in direct alignment with the 17th century ideology of providing a higher education
structure to rigorously prepare wealthy, sometimes slothful, young men for national leadership
(Lee, 2011; Thelin & Gasman, 2017). However, with the expansion of higher education access
and further diversification of presidential and faculty responsibilities during the post-civil war
era, such broad oversight of students was no longer feasible for presidents and faculty to manage
alone. As result, dean of women and dean of men positions were formed to oversee non-
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academic student concerns (Brubacher & Rudy, 1997; Geiger, 2015; Schwartz & Stewart, 2017;
Thelin, 2011).
Several scholars have debated whether Thomas Arkle Clark’s appointment as dean of
men at the University of Illinois, or the creation of deans of women positions at women’s
colleges across the country, mark the unofficial start of the student affairs profession (Brubacher
& Rudy, 1997; Coomes & Gerda, 2016; Gerda, 2006; Mann, 2010; Nidiffer, 2002; Nuss, 2003;
Schwartz & Stewart, 2017). Nevertheless, many original deans, such as LeBaron Russell Briggs,
Alice Freeman Palmer, Marion Talbot, Thomas Arkle Clark, and Lucy Diggs Slowe, endeavored
to support the academic and institutional mission of their respective college or university through
the holistic care and development of students (Gerda, 2006; Nuss, 2003; Schwartz & Stewart,
2017).
In 1891 LeBaron Briggs, professor of rhetoric, succeeded Professor Epharaim Gurney as
dean of Harvard College (Coomes & Gerda, 2016; Hevel, 2016; Nuss, 2003). Although Briggs
was not the inaugural dean of Harvard, his appointment as “dean for students” was unlike his
predecessor’s and peers, as Briggs’ role did not include faculty administrative duties, rather he
was solely responsible for overseeing student matters (Coomes & Gerda, 2016; Schwartz, 2010).
Schwartz (2010) asserted that Brigg’s authenticity and overall compassionate disposition made
him a popular dean who students sought for advice and counsel. Thus, Briggs 40-year tenure as
dean of students garnered him a wealth of respect among multiple generations of Harvard men
(Schwartz, 2010).
In contrast to Briggs, and other pioneering deans, Alice Freeman Palmer served as
college president prior to serving as the first dean of women (Schwartz, 1997). Throughout her
professorship, and subsequently presidency, at Wellesley College, Palmer led many initiatives
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that have had a lasting imprint on the institution, such as the establishment of the Academic
Council and the Philadelphia Wellesley. Palmer’s success at Wellesley College garnered her
respect from students, parents, faculty, as well as from higher education colleagues across the
country (Tonti, 2014). Consequently, William Rainey Harper selected Palmer as the first dean of
women at the University of Chicago in 1892 after her retirement from Wellesley (Coomes &
Gerda, 2016; Solomon, 1985; Wellesley College, 2017).
Appointing Palmer, a well-respected, former college president to the position of dean of
women added value and prestige to the work of educators tasked with addressing the nonacademic needs of students, and to the newly established co-education institution (Hevel, 2016;
Schwartz & Stewart, 2017). Furthermore, Harper postulated that Palmer’s appointment would
help mitigate parents’ concerns about sending their daughters to Chicago, which was considered
a tough Mid-Western city in the 1800s (Kenschaft, 2020).
As a condition to accepting her position, Palmer recruited Marion Talbot as Assistant
Dean of Women and Assistant Professor of Household Sanitation, as Palmer retained primary
residency in Boston, traveling to Chicago 3-4 times per year. Talbot and Palmer were former
colleagues at Wellesley and served in the Association of Collegiate Alumnae, which Talbot cofounded in 1882 to improve higher education standards for women (Helvie-Mason, 2010;
Nidiffer, 2002; Schwartz & Stewart, 2017). Upon Palmer’s resignation from the University of
Chicago in 1895, Talbot was promoted to dean of women. Several authors have described Talbot
as a formidable educator whose career left an enduring mark on the higher education landscape
in the United States (Coomes & Gerda, 2016; Dierenfield, 2001; Helvie-Mason, 2010; Hevel,
2016; Solomon, 1985). In her historical analysis of the first deans of women, Nidiffer (2003)
asserted that Talbot was unmatched by many of her female peers as she was “highly educated,
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ambitious, skilled at organizing, and committed to making university education more accessible
to women” (p. 3). In addition to advocating for female students, Talbot also championed
equitable working conditions, compensation, and advancement opportunities for female faculty
and administrators (Helvie-Mason, 2010).
Talbot’s more collaborative, collegial, yet persuasive, approach at the onset of her 33year tenure at the University of Chicago yielded equitable recreational, study, dinning,
dormitory, and gym space for female students (Helvie-Mason, 2010). Unfortunately, Talbot’s
unyielding campaign against Harper’s proposal to segregate classes in response to concerns
about the cultural influence that the growing number of female students (due to Talbot’s
reputation) were having on the campus community by 1902 did not obtain equal success (HelvieMason, 2010; Solomon, 1985; Thelin, 2011). Instructional segregation was approved by the
faculty senate at the University of Chicago in 1903, three years after its charter as a coeducational institution (Helvie-Mason, 2010; Thelin, 2011).
Dierenfield (2001), Helvie-Mason (2010), Solomon (1985), and Thelin (2011) applauded
Talbot as an exceptional administrator who, by her own accord, strategically served as “a
mouthpiece for the women” at the University of Chicago (Helvie-Mason, 2010, p. 53).
Nevertheless, her central vision of equality was still largely unrealized at the time of her
professional departure from the field of higher education in 1925 (Helvie-Mason, 2010).
In 1909, nearly 20 years after Brigg’s appointment as dean of students at Harvard, and
Palmer’s appointment as dean of women at the University of Chicago, Thomas Arkle Clark was
given the “official” title of dean of men at the University of Illinois (Kenton, 1998; Schwartz,
2010; Schwartz & Stewart, 2017). Similar to Briggs, Clark was a revered professor of rhetoric
prior to his appointment as dean of men (Hevel, 2016; Schwartz, 2010; Schwartz & Stewart,
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2017). Clark’s 30-year tenure as dean was built around his moral agenda, which paralleled the
Protestant mid-western values governing the University of Illinois during the early twentieth
century. However, as Gatyas’s (2006) analysis of Clark’s deanship emphasized, Clark’s keen
ability to befriend students while simultaneously intimidating them enabled him to successfully
reform errant and immoral behavior through preventive, rather than punitive, approaches. Clark’s
legacy at the University of Illinois includes reforming its once recalcitrant fraternity system and
dismantling the secret fraternity Theta Nu Epsilon, helping to improve the reputation of
intercollegiate sports and athletes, improving student retention and academic integrity,
developing a campus health clinic, and establishing a network of student informants who he
leveraged when seeking information about unruly student behavior (Gatyas, 2006; Schwartz,
2003, 2010; Schwartz & Stewart, 2017).
Clark was viewed as a pious authoritarian by some; however, an uncontested record of
success at the University of Illinois earned Clark the reputation as a competent dean that peers
from other institutions sought for professional advice and support (Gatyas, 2006; Hevel, 2016).
The autonomy given to Clark by a succession of five presidents resulted in him developing an
operational support infrastructure, which included three assistant deans, a dean for freshman, an
adviser to student organizations, and other support staff (Hevel, 2016). As such, Clark is
recognized as laying the foundation for the position of dean of men at higher education
institutions across the country (Gatyas, 1998; Schwartz, 2003).
Although Palmer and Talbot began advocating for female equity in higher education as
early as the mid-1800s, their focus was almost exclusively on white females enrolled at
predominantly white institutions. Black women did not benefit from such relentless advocacy
until the appointment of the first Black dean of women in 1922 at Howard University: Lucy
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Diggs Slowe (Beauboeuf-Lafontant, 2018; Hevel, 2016; Perkins, 1996). Over her 15-year
deanship at Howard University, Slowe championed initiatives that challenged societal beliefs
that Black women should continue to “operate within a circumscribed space that maintained both
white racial arrogance and male privilege (Beauboeuf-Lafontant, 2018, p. 3). A progressive
black feminist, Slowe advocated for moderate student oversight and more opportunities for
Black females to refine their behavior through the development of leadership skills. Slowe
believed that persistent engagement in activities that promoted individuality, self-direction, and
initiative while in college would ultimately determine whether Black female college graduates
became future leaders in their communities (Perkins, 1996). As such, Slowe established the
Women Students’ League which provided opportunities for all female students to organize
various campus and community activities, replaced female chaperons with mentors, encouraged
students to explore career options outside of the teaching profession, and promulgated standards
of leadership and standards for Black college students as a leader in such organizations as the
National Association of College Women (NACW), the National Association of Women’s Deans
and Advisors of Colored Schools (NAWDACS), and the National Association of Deans of
Women (NADW; Beauboeuf-Lafontant, 2018; Herdlein, Cali, & Dina, 2008; Hevel, 2016;
Perkins, 1996).
Comparable to Talbot’s experience with Harper, Slowe’s progressive ideals and
advocacy for Black female students put her at odds with Howard University’s 13th, and first
Black, president, Mordecai Wyatt Johnson (Herdlein et al., 2008; Perkins, 1996). As an ordained
Baptist preacher, Johnson possessed a more traditional and paternalistic philosophy on how
female students should engage in the college community, as well as society. According to
Beauboeuf-Lafontant (2018) and Hevel (2016), Slowe’s pragmatic style subjected her to an
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overtly hostile work environment from the time of Johnson’s presidential appointment in 1926
until her death in 1937.
Nidiffer (2002) and Schwartz (2003, 2010) emphasized the scholarly similitude between
the early deans of women and the academic community. In contrast to the deans of men, deans of
women lobbied for a scientific research agenda to help legitimize and advance their work with
students during the early 1900s. As Bashaw (2001), Hevel (2016), and Nidiffer (2002) affirmed,
deans of women spearheaded many of the first student affairs graduate programs at institutions
such as The University of Wisconsin, Teachers College, Columbia, and Florida State University.
However, paradoxically, it was the dean of women who were demoted, or fired, after the end of
World War II and the Serviceman’s Readjustment Act of 1944 (G.I. Bill) brought more men
back to campus and a renewed focus on student personnel ideals encouraged greater operational
efficiency within higher education (Schwartz, 2003).
Student Personnel Movement
Personnel work in American colleges and universities that began to emerge during the
late 1800s and early 1900s at institutions, such as Columbia and the University of Chicago,
promoted vocational and career guidance (Biddix & Schwartz, 2012; Certis, 2014; Coomes &
Gerda, 2016; Hevel, 2016; Schwartz & Stewart, 2017). The personnel methodology encouraged
faculty and staff to develop student profiles that included demographic characteristics,
psychological assessment results, academic records, campus experiences, etc. to employ a more
holistic approach to educational and career guidance (Biddix & Schwartz, 2012; Certis, 2014).
Coomes and Gerda (2006) further affirmed that the personnel approach was more scientific and
required more expertise in psychology, sociology, teacher placement, and business. Many of the
early deans of women, such as Marion Talbot, Lucy Diggs Slowe, and Thrysa Wealtheow Amos
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embraced aspects of the student personnel movement, as its emphasis on vocational skills and
abilities, rather than gender and physicality, provided a framework for expanding career
opportunities for women (Hevel, 2016; Perkins, 1996; Schwartz, 2003). In addition, the inducing
of faculty and staff to acquire additional knowledge reinforced the deans of women’s
professional ambitions to pursue advanced education (Biddix & Schwartz, 2012; Certis, 2014).
Conversely, prominent deans of men, such as Thomas Arkle Clark, rebuffed the personnel
approach, arguing that rendering more scientific processes would eliminate the humanity
involved in their work with students (Biddix & Schwartz, 2012; Hevel, 2016). Furthermore,
deans of men typically disparaged the idea that advanced training was necessary to adequately
prepare for the deanship, arguing that apprenticeships and mentoring was sufficient (Schwartz,
2000). The initial lackluster reception by many prominent males in higher education, as well as
the financial hardships of the Great Depression, may have contributed to the limited traction that
personnel work originally gained in the early 1900s (Bloland, Stamatakos, & Rogers, 1996;
Schwartz, 2002).
Walter Dill Scott, a protégé of Wilhelm Wundt and president of Northwestern University
from 1920 to 1939, is credited with helping to advance the student personnel movement that
encouraged vocational guidance, as well as operational efficiency within the American higher
education system (Biddix & Schwartz, 2012; Certis, 2014; Coomes & Gerda, 2016; Schwarz &
Stewart, 2017). Prior to his presidency at Northwestern, Scott had successfully implemented his
system of personnel classification and training in the U.S. Army, corporate businesses, and
factories. To revive Northwestern’s dire financial situation, low student enrollments, an
unreliable recruitment, admissions, and retention infrastructure and to better facilitate the
university’s new selective admissions process, Scott gradually began restructuring operational
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functions around the touchstones of industrial psychology and personnel principles. As a result,
of Scott’s innovative solutions for driving professionalization and organizational proficiency, the
first Personnel Office in higher education was established at Northwestern University (Biddix &
Schwartz, 2012; Certis, 2014). Dean of men, and dean of women, positions were eliminated and
replaced with student personnel officers responsible for providing more structured vocational
guidance through the organization of student records and profiles, the classification of
professional requirements, and the administration and interpreting of vocational interest and
skills assessments (Certis, 2014; Nuss, 2003). Selective admission required additional personnel
staff capable of evaluating high school transcripts and standardized test scores. In addition, the
Personnel Office at Northwestern tracked student retention and attrition to better understand
students’ motivations for college persistence and departure (Certis, 2014). Scott recognized that
conditions external to higher education were yielding a new student demographic with more
complex needs and expectations. Commensurate to many of his reformist minded predecessors,
such as Marion Talbot and Lucy Diggs Slowe, Scott understood the necessity to reform student
affairs professional structures and practices to better serve students. Scott’s innovative approach
had a commendable impact on the profession; however, it was the endorsement and financial
support from a prominent higher education association that led to systemic reform within student
affairs.
The Student Personnel Point of View
As previously stated, personnel work and the student personnel movement gradually
spread throughout American colleges and universities (Bloland et al., 1996; Schwartz, 2002).
However, the American Council on Education (ACE) was an early advocate of the personnel
methodology and, therefore, recognized the significance of Scott’s work at Northwestern (Biddix
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& Schwartz, 2012; Schwarz & Stewart, 2017). In 1926, after national research data revealed
higher education leaders’ interest in the personnel methodology, but a lack of knowledge to
effectively implement its principles, ACE established a series of committees to promote
understanding of personal record cards, achievement tests, personality measurement,
occupational information, and personal development (Biddix & Schwartz, 2012). In 1937, after
more than ten years of promulgating student personnel scholarship, ACE’s Committee on
Student Personnel Work published the monograph The Student Personnel Point of View (1936),
authored by Scott’s protégé, and colleagues Ester Lloyd-Jones, Hawkes, Hopkins, and Bradshaw
(Biddix & Schwartz, 2012; Roberts, 1998, 2012; Schwartz & Stewart, 2017).
The Student Personnel Point of View (SPPV) not only promulgated core values and
principles, such as the importance of facilitating learning and development within the whole
student, but also the interdependences that exists among faculty, administration, and staff
responsible for enhancing students’ college experience (Biddix & Schwartz, 2012; Certis, 2014).
Roberts (2012) further affirmed the SPPV’s proclamation that a college education should
encompass diverse experiences designed to support learning inside and outside of the classroom.
Although faculty had traditionally been viewed as primarily responsible for facilitating
intellectual development within the academy (Bloland et al., 1996; Thelin, 2003), the SPPV
established student personnel officers as central professionals in the administration of noninstructional experiences and services designed to foster holistic development (Biddix &
Schwartz, 2012; Carpenter, Dean, & Haber-Curran, 2016; Roberts, 2012). Finally, the 1936
SPPV outlined 23 functional areas that should be represented throughout student services
divisions and advocated for coordination between professionals, institutions, and professional
associations (American Council of Education [ACE], 1937).
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While the founding of professional associations, such as the Association of Collegiate
Alumni (ACA), National Association of Deans of Women (NADW), and the National
Association of Deans of Men (NADM), during the early 1900s introduced student affairs as a
new profession within the field of higher education (Coomes & Gerda, 2016; Schwarz &
Stewart, 2017), the publication of the SPPV has been identified as the start of the contemporary
student affairs profession for two major reasons: the document advanced the idea of student
affairs officers as professionals, and as educators and the profession expanded beyond the role of
deans to include student affairs officers (student personnel professionals) serving in discrete
functional areas (Coomes & Gerda, 2016). Comparable to the introduction of deans of women
and deans of men into the academy, the concept and application of student personnel practices
emerged and expanded as a result of higher education’s response to external influences (Coomes
& Gerda, 2016; Hinton, Howard-Hamilton, & Rentz, 2016). The SPPV continued to guide the
practices of student affairs professionals throughout the 1940s and 1950s as they endeavored to
serve students as advisers, counselors, disciplinarians, programmers, and mentors (Hinton et al.,
2016). ACE reissued the Student Personnel Point of View (SPPV) in 1949 to address the
developmental needs of individual students and to acknowledge a new population of educational
participants, which included married students, veterans, and international students (as cited by
Hinton et al., 2016). However, a more comprehensive adaptation of the SPPV would not occur
until the Student Development era of the 1960s, which will be discussed in a subsequent section
of this chapter.
Mid-Level Student Affairs Practitioners
As previously stated, the SSPV encouraged the adoption of 23 student services functional
areas designed around the mission and objectives of the respective higher education institution
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(ACE, 1937). The expansion of educational services not only necessitated the development of
new senior-level student personnel (student affairs) positions; however, additional mid-level
support personnel were also needed to operationalize the expanding infrastructure (Tyrell, 2014).
Johnsrud and Rosser (1999), Mather, Bryan, and Faulkner (2009), and Rosser (2004)
identified mid-level college administrators (i.e., directors, associate directors, assistant directors,
managers, and coordinators) as nonacademic or academic support personnel classified in various
professional, technical, and specialist roles. Often considered “middle managers” within higher
education, mid-level college administrators typically report to a senior-level administrator, such
as a vice president or dean (Rosser, 2004; Tyrell, 2014). Rosser (2004) postulated that although
the career paths of mid-level college administrators are not as delineated as their faculty
colleagues, they are often promoted within the academy as a result of strong interpersonal skills,
dependability and/or technical acuity. In addition, as nonacademic personnel, mid-level college
administrators are employed in functional areas, such as admissions, registration, financial aid,
advising, counseling, and a host of other student affairs units (Johnsrud & Rosser, 1999;
Johnsrud, 2000). Consequently, the nonacademic personnel responsible for providing
admissions, registration, financial aid, and retention support for fully online students
participating in this study will be classified as mid-level enrollment management practitioners.
As a significantly large employee stakeholder group within 21st century higher education
institutions, mid-level administrators, and subsequently mid-level enrollment management
practitioners have substantial influence on institutional culture, as well as the quality of faculty
and student relationships (Mather et al., 2009; Rosser, 2000). However, Johnsrud, Heck, and
Rosser (2000) suggested that their positioning within the academy may cause internal
consternation and diminished moral, as mid-level college administrators are often responsible for
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implementing and enforcing policies while being excluded from the initial decision-making
processes. In a national study of 4,000 mid-level leaders across 11,300 public and private higher
education institutions, Rosser (2004) found that mid-level personnel want to be acknowledged
and respected for their professional expertise and contributions. As such, senior-level
administrators should strive to facilitate positive work environments in which trust is built
through guidance, participation, constructive feedback, mentorship, recognition, and support in
career development and growth opportunities (Rosser, 2004). In a dissertation case study
exploring the motivational determinants of ten mid-level student affairs administrators at a public
university, Hernandez (2010) affirmed that mid-level administrators were externally motivated
by opportunities to enhance their skills and competencies, recognition from supervisors, other
senior-level leadership and peers, as well as salary increases.
As Mather et al. (2009) argued, mid-level higher education administrators are integral
elements to the institutional mission and effectiveness, as they serve a “formidable role in
bridging the gap between university policy makers and front-line staff” (p. 244). Although they
are responsible for facilitating the operational outcomes of new initiatives by discerning and
communicating the broader picture as adopted by senior-level administrators, mid-level higher
education administrators often possess limited formal authority (Mather et al., 2009).
Furthermore, the “unsung” (Rosser, 2000, p. 1) nature of the mid-level administrator role creates
a paucity of visibility, recognition, and research required to sufficiently address their challenges,
needs, experiences, and motivations (Rosser, 2000; Tyrell, 2014). Therefore, higher education
scholars, senior-level administrators, and professional associations must be proactive and
intentional in the creation of professional forums that promote the acquisition of new
competencies, as well as encourage mid-level administrators to voice their needs and challenges
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through an evaluation of their experiences as 21st century practitioners (Johnsrud, 2000; Lassner,
2000; Wood & Kia, 2000).
Student Developmentalist
Twenty years after the era of transformation influenced by the student personnel
movement, the student affairs profession entered its third stage of reform. The post-World War II
era of national reconstruction, social conservatism, and higher education expansion engendered a
more congenial society and student body (Schwartz, 2003). However, by the 1960s a diverse and
vociferous student body began to ardently express their discontent with overcrowded classes and
residential halls, what they perceived to be impersonable campus services, a lack of governance
over campus policies and decisions, and curricula that they believed was immaterial to the social
issues plaguing American society (Hinton, Howard-Hamilton, & Rentz, 2016). In addition, the
Antiwar, Free Speech, and Civil-Rights Movements that reverberated throughout the nation
during the 1960s also produced unrest on college campuses (Hinton et al., 2016; Rentz, 1994;
Sutton, 2019; Williams, 2018).
According to Hinton et al. (2016), student activism and national civil disobedience
transformed the perception of students and their rights as individual participants in America’s
higher education system, as well as the role of student affairs professionals. For example, in the
landmark decision of Dixon v. Alabama State Board of Education (1961), the US Court of
Appeals ruled that the Fourteenth Amendment afforded students the constitutional right to due
process in disciplinary actions (i.e., notice of charges, hearings, etc.). As such, colleges and
universities were forced to alter punitive actions taken against aberrant student behavior, thereby
rendering in loco parenthis futile and obsolete (Schwartz & Stewart, 2017; Thelin, 2011).
Furthermore, antidiscrimination laws, such as Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, Title IX
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of the Education Amendments of 1972, and Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, gave
institutions responsibility for facilitating a safe and accessible learning environment for all
students, regardless of color, race, national origin, sex, and/or health status (Miller, 2017; Nuss,
2003). Additionally, the Higher Education Act of 1965 (HEA) sanctioned the Educational
Opportunity Grant program and guaranteed subsidized student loans, while the Education
Amendments of 1972 established the Basic Educational Opportunity Grant (BEOG), currently
known as Federal Pell Grant program (Coomes, 2000; Hutcheson & Kidder, 2011). The
aforementioned federal financial aid legislations are significant because they not only made
higher education more accessible to poor and middle-class students; however, funding provided
through the BEOG was portable, granting students more choice and authority in their college
selection process (Coomes, 2000). Coomes (2000) and Hossler (2000) argued that colleges and
universities not only became responsible for administering and managing aid, but they also now
had to compete for the ideal students.
Once again, student affairs professionals were required to reexamine their service model
in response to the changing higher education landscape and student-institutional relationship
(Karabel, 2005; Schwartz & Stewart, 2017; Thelin, 2011). Student affairs professionals
contended with demands from college presidents to control disruptive student behavior, public
scrutiny surrounding the necessity of their roles, and their own internal resolve to serve as
student advocates, counselors, and advisors (Hinton et al., 2016).
The research of Arthur Chickering, Kenneth Feldman, Theodore Newcomb, William E. Cross,
William G. Perry Jr., and other student development theorists began to guide the professional
practice of student affairs (Coomes & Gerda, 2016; Evans, Forney, Guido, Patton, & Renn,
2010; Schwartz & Stewart, 2017). As a result of a more developmental, collaborative, and
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egalitarian approach to the delivery of higher education, student affairs practitioner began to
adopt tenets of the SPPV (1949), which focused more on developmental practices, rather than the
student personnel perspective (ACE, 1949).
However, commensurate with the Student Personnel Point of View (1937, 1949), the
following documents were published by the Council of Student Personnel Associations in Higher
Education (COSPA), influencing the start of the student development movement: Student
Development Services in Postsecondary Education (Council of Student Personnel Associations,
1975), Phase II: A Student Development Model for Student Affairs (Tomorrow’s Higher
Education [THE], 1975), and The Future of Student Affairs (Evans & Reason, 2001; Miller &
Prince, 1976). Each of the documents further codified student affairs professional standards
around a commitment to development of the whole student, to respect each students’ value and
individuality, and to validate professional relevance through research and assessment (Schwartz
& Stewart, 2017).
Student development, according to Rogers (1990), is concerned with the maturation and
overall developmental progress that individuals experience as the result of enrollment in a postsecondary institution. The era of student development introduced theories and practical
guidelines for addressing the social, emotional, cognitive, biological, and economic aspects of
student life from a human development perspective (Schwartz & Stewart, 2017). Student
development’s holistic approach to educational delivery transitioned student affairs professionals
from manager and gatekeeper to behavioral therapists and specialist who guided students through
personal self-discovery and self-direction (Brown, 1972; Hinton et al., 2016). Finally, student
development introduced a proactive, yet subtle, approach to student affairs work that facilitated
interpersonal and intrapersonal maturation in students (Knefelkamp, Widick, & Parker, 1978).
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Developmental principles were reflected in student affairs practices throughout the latter
part of the 20th century. However, during the early 1980s increased global competition and
national concerns surrounding workforce readiness brought student intellectual development into
the forefront of student affairs work. In response, collaborative relationships with faculty were
identified as being essential for successful integration of learning theory into new student affairs
practices (Coomes & Gerda, 2016). Fried (2012) contended that many faculty and student
services professionals collaborated to develop co-curricular engagement opportunities that
educated the whole student by facilitating learning environments that promoted both academic
and personal growth. As a directive of A Perspective on Student Affairs, issued by NASPA on
the 50th anniversary of the SSPV (1937), student affairs endeavored to serve as partners “in the
educational enterprise…by enhancing and supporting the academic mission” rather than to
compete with those primarily responsible for facilitating the academic experience (NASPA,
1987, p. 9). Schwartz and Stewart (2017) argued that some in the academic community began to
question the validity of student affairs practices and the idea of an equal alignment with faculty.
Nevertheless, through the publications of such documents as the American College Personnel
Association’s (ACPA) Student Learning Imperative (1996) as well as Principles of Good
Practice for Student Affairs (1998), the student affairs profession continued to codify itself as a
professional field while simultaneously encouraging a philosophical shift that reframed its role as
collaborators central to student learning and growth inside and outside of the classroom
(Carpenter et al., 2016; Schwartz & Stewart, 2017).
Higher Education Accountability
Throughout the mid-to-late 1990s and 2000s as higher education funding declined,
operating costs increased, student loan debt increased, and college attendance and graduation
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rates declined accountability become more of a salient concern within higher education
(Carpenter et al., 2016). As such, operational stakeholders within the academy were challenged
to systematically demonstrate their stewardship of physical, financial, and human resources,
achievement of student performance outcomes, and the ability to effectively address the
changing accessibility, cultural, social, and fiscal needs of external constituency groups
(Gansemer-Topf & Kennedy-Phillips, 2017; Jones et al., 2017; Wellman, 2006). Mallory and
Clement (2016) contended that student affairs scholars and professional associations have
responded to the philosophical shift throughout the 2000s by promoting practical solutions to
facilitate, assess, and demonstrate accountability with the publication of such documents as
Learning Reconsidered: A Campus-Wide Focus on the Student Experience (Keeling, 2004),
Learning Reconsidered 2: A Practical Guide to Implementing a Campus-Wide Focus on the
Student Experience (Keeling, 2006), Assessment Reconsidered: Institutional Effectiveness for
Student Success (Keeling, Wall, Underhile, & Dungy, 2008), and Envisioning the Future of
Student Affairs (ACPA & NASPA, 2010). Although each of the publications highlighted the
impact that student affairs has on student learning as a partner in the delivery of academic
experiences designed to facilitate holistic development of the whole student, Keeling (2006)
discussed the importance of student affairs practitioners acquiring new skills to advance student
learning. Specifically, Borrego, Forrest, & Fried (2006) outlined three developing sets of skills as
essential to the reframing of student affairs practices: collaboration, leadership, and the fortitude
to respond effectively to organizational development and change. Thus, as key agents within
learning organizations, student affairs practitioners must work continuously to build their
capacity to transform aspects of the higher education culture based on the mission and goals of
their respective institution.
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21st Century Professional Landscape
Entering the third decade of the 20th century, the student affairs profession is once again
in need of reformation (Floyd & Casey-Powell, 2004; Sandeen & Barr; 2006). An operational
infrastructure equipped to handle the myriad of institutional, societal, and personal factors
influencing student learning is critical to the future longevity of the student affairs profession.
Various dimensions of diversity, budget scrutiny, as well as demands for accountability, have all
challenged student affairs professionals to expand their professional knowledge, skillset, and
abilities (Coomes & Gerda, 2016; Haley, Jaeger, Hawes, & Johnson, 2015; Schwartz & Stewart,
2017). However, it is the proliferation of distance learners enrolling in post-secondary
institutions that highlights the need for student affairs professional to fundamentally alter
practices of student engagement, operational structures and practices, as well as professional
development standards (Crawley & Howe, 2016; Sandeen & Barr, 2006). As previously stated,
student affairs practitioners must not permit professional reform to be spearheaded by those
outside of the profession (Kleinglass, 2005; Sandeen & Barr, 2006). Innovative restructuring
designed to address the distinct needs of expanding student populations, such as distance
learners, must be grounded in what Evans and Reason (2001) identified as the four guiding
principles of the student affairs profession: the idea of students as primary purpose; an
understanding of environment’s impact on the student’s college experience; The
acknowledgement of the important of “intentional, empirically grounded practice;” and a belief
that student affairs professionals are responsible to the broader society (p. 45).
Enrollment Management
Hossler (2000) posited that the concept of enrollment management was first introduced to
the higher education lexicon in the late 1970s after John Maguire (then dean of admissions,
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records, and freshman financial aid at Boston College) applied the term to explain the interactive
and scientific approach that he was employing to increase enrollments. Maguire (1976)
described enrollment management as “a process that brings together often disparate functions
having to do with recruiting, funding, tracking, retaining, and replacing students as they move
toward, within and away from the University” (p. 16). Hossler and Bean (1990) offered a
comprehensive definition that described enrollment management as an:
Organizational concept as well as a systematic set of activities designed to enable
educational institutions to exert more influence over their student enrollments and total
net tuition revenue derived from enrolled students. Organized by strategic planning and
supported by institutional research, enrollment management activities concern student
college choice, transition to college, student attrition and retention practices in the areas
of new student recruitment and financial aid, student support services, curriculum
development and other academic areas that affect enrollments, student persistence, and
student outcomes from college. (p. 5)
According to Dolence (1993), enrollment management is a “comprehensive process designed to
help an institution achieve and maintain the optimum recruitment, retention and graduation rates
of students…an institution-wide process that embraces virtually every aspect of an institution’s
function and culture” (p. 8).
The aforementioned classifications presented by Maguire (1976), Hossler and Bean
(1990), and Dolence (1993) highlight recruitment, admission, retention, and ultimately students
as the central elements of enrollment management. However, Dolence (1993) acknowledged that
enrollment management also serves as a mechanism that enables post-secondary institutions to
maintain their consciously constructed ethos. Whether a college or university seeks to establish
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itself as being prestigious, nonselective, selective, diverse, small, world renowned, affordable,
etc., they do so by strategically implementing processes aligned
with the concept of enrollment management. Therefore, enrollment management strategies are
influenced by how individual institutions interpret their missions and by how they believe
prospective students and existing students will continue to contribute to that mission (Coomes,
2000).
Interdependent Functional Areas
As supported by the previously discussed definitions, Huddleston and Rumbough (1997)
affirmed that enrollment management divisions are commonly comprised of the following
functional areas: institutional research and planning, marketing, admissions, registrar, financial
aid, student orientation, and retention and advising. The ability of each functional area to carry
out its unique role and responsibilities in the delivery of a post-secondary education while
working interdependently to achieve a shared mission and primary goals is vital to the success of
an enrollment management division (Huddleston, 2000). A detailed discussion of each functional
area commonly identified within enrollment management divisions is beyond the scope of this
study. However, a cursory understanding of the roles that institutional research, recruitment,
admissions, financial aid, and retention have traditionally played in strategic enrollment
management is germane to this study, as these areas are critical elements in the initial planning,
design, and implementation of distance education systems (Bontrager, 2004; Coomes, 2000;
Hossler, 2000; Huddleston, 2000; Ward & Hossler, 2016).
Comparable to market research, which exams such factors as regional and national
economic conditions, governmental financial aid policies, and national student demographic
trends, institutional research provides analysis for colleges and universities to better understand
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their current students, as well as external and internal factors impacting attrition and persistence,
and how these factors might be shaping their overall image and future student matriculation
(Kalsbeek & Zucker, 2015). As such, institutional research drives strategic planning and creates
the context for an array of policy decisions impacting everything from admissions and residential
life, distance education delivery frameworks, to student activities (Bontrager, 2004; Huddleston,
2000).
Ward and Hossler (2016) acknowledged admissions and financial aid offices as functions
of the admissions management subsystem which operates within the larger system of enrollment
management. As distinct components of the subsystem both work synergistically to attract and
recruit students through what Ward and Hossler (2016) identified as a series of timely courtship
and personalized activities. As previously mentioned, federal initiatives such as the Federal
Family Education Loan program (FFELP), the Federal Pell Grant program, and the Guaranteed
Student Loan (GSL) program expanded students’ college access through new funding sources,
and their college choices by permitting aid portability, thereby creating a competitive system of
student recruitment (Coomes, 2000). Huddleston (2000) argued that students’ decisions to attend
one college over another are often encouraged or inhibited based on socioeconomic status,
family lifestyle, and/or social educational values may preclude or encourage students’ decisions
to attend one college over another. Therefore, personalized courtship activities, such as the
awarding of comprehensive student aid packages (i.e., institutional aid, scholarships, federal
grants, loans, etc.) based on federal need analysis and student merit provide enrollment
management professionals a roadmap for implementing appropriate recruitment and retention
activities while simultaneously giving institutions resources to leverage in the pursuit to attract
their ideal students (Huddleston, 2000).
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Huddleston (2000), along with Ward and Hossler (2016), recognized retention as being
too broad and challenging for one individual or office to control. Multiple variables internal and
external to post-secondary institutions can influence retention and attrition rates. Therefore, it is
essential that colleges and universities identify an administrative office responsible for tracking
student attrition and developing retention programs designed to mitigate attrition risk factors
(Ward & Hossler, 2016). As such, the ability to develop and incorporate an effective retention
program into strategic enrollment management efforts can result in sustained student
enrollments, consequently increasing fiscal stability for colleges and universities (Peterson,
1991; Ward & Hossler, 2016).
Comparable to the role that market research and institutional research has in directing
recruitment and admissions practices, research also provides knowledge about the retention and
attrition trends of various student demographics such as traditional students, international
students, nontraditional students, fully online students, student athletes, first generation students,
minority students, etc. (Park & Hossler, 2015). Understanding the unique needs, challenges, and
expectations of a disparate student population aids enrollment management systems in the
proactive facilitation of admissions, financial aid, orientation, career development, academic
advising, curriculum, first-year experience, student activities, and a host of other programs and
services designed to enhance and support the college experience for all students (Park & Hossler,
2015).
Organizational Structures
Although enrollment management strategies have been implementing throughout
American higher education systems for over 40 years, it is important to acknowledge all
institutions may not employ the terminology enrollment management, conversely institutions
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may also choose not to operationalize a formally structured enrollment management division
(Hossler, 1990). Hossler and Kalsbeek (2013) postulated that there is no empirical evidence
supporting the successful outcomes of employing one enrollment management organizational
model over another. Therefore, colleges and universities should implement enrollment
management processes and reporting structures in alignment with their unique needs, priorities,
culture, and institutional mission (Hossler, Kalsbeek, & Bontrager, 2015).
Kemerer, Baldridge, and Green (1982) offered four standard models that colleges and
universities may leverage in the design and implementation of an enrollment management
system: The Enrollment Committee, The Enrollment Management Coordinator, The Enrollment
Management Matrix, and The Enrollment Management Division. Firstly, an enrollment
management committee may be divided between two subcommittees, one responsible for
guiding retention efforts and the other responsible for marketing. Faculty, administrators, and
student representatives often serve on enrollment management committees, with a student affairs
functional director or faculty serving as chair. The enrollment committee approach can be
advantageous when an institution wants to examine enrollment related concerns; however,
immediate mitigation is not a paramount concern. In addition, the committee model does not
require significant oversight from senior level administers or financial investment. Conversely,
minimal senior-level oversight could also result in a lack of high-level administrative support
needed to influence effective process and policy change. Finally, due to the cyclical nature of
memberships participants may change every 1-2 years, resulting in continuous onboarding of
new members and possibly loss of momentum. Second, the enrollment management coordinator
model may give a mid-level administrator, such as a director or dean of admissions primary
oversight of recruitment and retention activities. This model also requires little senior level
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administrative oversight and does not require significant financial investment. However,
successful outcomes are highly dependent upon the coordinator’s ability to work successfully
across multiple stakeholder groups. Third, an enrollment management matrix approach is more
centralized than the two previously discussed model. The matrix model places a senior-level
administrator, such as a vice-president of student affairs, institutional advancement, or academic
affairs in charge of enrollment management initiatives. Distinct from the enrollment management
division approach, matrix models do not require the formal reassignment or restructuring of
existing frameworks. Rather, the senior-level administrators, such as vice-presidents of financial
aid or admissions, became part of the matrix. Enrollment management is the central focus for
one senior-level administrator and, therefore, maintains a high-level priority for the institution.
However, this model can become problematic when jurisdiction over various issues remains
nebulous and/or reoccurring disagreements result in perpetual gridlock. Lastly, the enrollment
management division is a centralized approach that assigns primary oversight and authority over
all activities, and principle functional areas, to a single senior-level administrator, such as a vice
president, assistant vice presidents, or associate vice presidents (Hossler, 1990; Kemerer et al.,
1982). Mid-level functional leaders, such as directors and managers may report directly to the
senior-level enrollment management divisional lead, or to an assistant or associate vice-president
within the division. The senior-level administrator retains authority over the entire division, with
each functional area being managed by or mid-level leaders, such as directors and/or managers
(Mather et al., 2009; Tyrell, 2014). However, the top senior-level administrator within the
division operates with formal authority on enrollment issues and policy decisions. Cooperation,
communication, and resource allocation are dealt with from a system-wise perspective. As the
most centralized approach presented by Kemerer et al. (1982), the enrollment management
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division model places the primary units formally responsible for influencing enrollments under a
signal operational and reporting structure. Consequently, facilitating a system that allows for
easier and more collaborative application of enrollment management strategies. Nevertheless,
operationalizing an entirely new division can be difficult, as it requires a significant financial
investment and staff restructuring (Hossler, 1990).
Professional Preparation and Training
As societal shifts continuously force higher education institutions to deliberate and
respond to the query of “who shall be educated and how” (Komives & Woodard, 2016, p. 1),
student affairs practitioners must proactively seek professional development opportunities that
aid in the reframing of practices in order to carry out the contemporary mission of their
respective institution (Calhoun et al., 2017; Mann, 2010). However, for the multitude of
practitioners who enter the profession by way of a discipline outside of student affairs, senior
leaders have an increased responsibility to promote opportunities that assist them in acquiring the
appropriate competencies and skills needed to effectively serve in their roles (Keeling, 2004).
Professional preparation may occur through enrollment in a formal graduate-level program,
engagement with professional associations, and/or work-place training and mentorships (Muller,
Grabsch, & Moore, 2018). Notwithstanding the selected educational approach, learning
objectives should be guided primarily by the standards and competencies set forward by the
student affairs profession, rather than outside entities (Gordon, 2016).
Professional Standards
In response to concerns about the lack of structured and consistent guidelines in the
college admissions process during the early 1900s, regional intra-institution accreditation
organizations were established to set forth prescribed performance standards for higher education
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institutions (Alstete, 2004; Gordon, 2016). While accreditation is understood as the organized
process for recognizing institutions and academic programs that meet a prescribed quality levels
of performance, as established by an official authoritative entity; standards represent the methods
applied to achieve desired performance or quality outcomes (Council for Higher Education
Accreditation [CHEA], 2020; Gordon, 2016; Mable, 1991). Gordon (2016) added that standards
provide structured frameworks for education, professional paradigms, connections to the
interactions and ethical behaviors of individuals and a composite of values within a given
discipline or profession.
CHEA (2020) listed nearly 60 regional, national faith-related, national career-related, and
programmatic accrediting organizations recognized as achieving its standards of educational
quality. Notwithstanding their respective institution’s regional accreditation agency, student
affairs graduate-level programs are not designed based on an organization’s accreditation
standards. Conversely, the student affairs profession, including graduate-level programs, is
primarily structured around the standards of quality promulgated by its general and functional
area professional associations, such as the Council for the Advancement of Standards in Higher
Education (CAS), National Association of Student Affairs Professionals (NASPA), American
College Personnel Association (ACPA), and American Association of Collegiate Registrars and
Admissions Officers (AACRAO; Calhoun et al., 2017).
CAS Standards and Guidelines
The first set of standards and guidelines for the delivery of quality post-secondary
programs and services were initially published by CAS in 1986 to promote professional practices
to advance higher education support services and programs (Komives & Carpenter, 2016). As
discussed in Chapter 1, CAS currently serves as an inter-association consortium of 40 higher
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education, non-accrediting, professional associations that promotes standards to enhance the
quality of students’ higher education experience through the dissemination of 45 sets of
functional area standards and guidelines, characteristics of individual excellence (professional
competencies), as well as graduate-level program curriculum competencies (CAS, 2020; Hornak,
2014). As Taylor (2013) asserted, CAS supports higher education institutions and student affairs
professionals answer the call for greater accountability in the facilitation of student learning and
development.
Comparing five advising offices across both public and private post-secondary
institutions, Keeling (2010) that their practices aligned with CAS standards. Furthermore, CAS
standards appeared to directly influence practices, directing significant influence over
operational practices when promoted and implemented by upper and lower level advising
administrators. In his qualitative exploratory dissertation study examining how CAS standards
were being implemented across three student affairs divisions, Dorman (2012) indicated that the
chief student affairs officers, unit directors, and front-line professionals felt that implementing
CAS standards into their divisions created opportunities for building collaborative relationships
across functional units, academic departments, and student groups. Furthermore, participants
argued that the implementation of CAS standards should be promoted as an institutional wide
strategy, rather than segmented within student affairs, as the comprehensive use of CAS
standards not only improves the respective division but also positions student affairs to
collaborate in cross-institutional improvement initiatives.
Self-Assessment Guides (SAGs) aid in the operationalization of functional area standards
and guidelines by providing student affairs practitioners with a tool for directing the
implementation and assessment of service and program initiatives (CAS, 2020). A list of the 47
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sets of functional areas standards, 3 cross-functional frameworks, and general standards
corresponding SAGs currently promoted by CAS in included in Appendix D (CAS, 2020).
Higher education institutions, and individual practitioners, are permitted to utilize SAG in a
variety of ways to design, implement, and evaluate programs and services and assess individual
achievements, as well as to prepare for accreditation review, as “CAS does not prescribe or
proscribe ways of using the standards; they are intended to be tools for practitioners to use to
improve practice” (CAS, 2020). Bourke (2017) utilized the Master’s-Level Higher Education
and Student Affairs Professional Preparation Programs Self-Assessment Guide (SAG) in the
design and application of a learning exercise for students enrolled in an assessment courses
required for the Master’s Level Student Affairs Administration program at Murray State
University during the Fall 2015 semester. Using the SAG as a tool to conduct a self-study of
their respective student affairs graduate-level preparation program, students engaged in a
semester long project with the objective of acquiring competencies for gathering, analyzing,
interpreting, and synthesizing data. Bourke (2017) reported that employing the SAG as a handon learning exercise for students and evaluating the newly implemented student affairs graduate
program gave faculty a framework to help guide future assessment practices. In addition, the
students’ self-evaluation report of their graduate-level program inspired program faculty to
implement a more comprehensive assessment plan that not only focuses on learning outcomes, as
mandated by the university, but also includes a regular self-study of the graduate program,
benchmarking of programs at peer institutions, alumni surveys, and evaluation of internship and
job placement services (Bourke, 2017).
Hornak (2014) contended that CAS self-studies are invaluable, as student affairs services
are often branded as disposable elements within the higher education system; however, self-
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study data can provide validity and credibility to non-academic support services. Furthermore,
regularly conducting self-studies can facilitate continuous program refinement, as the
fundamental objective of CAS standards is to promote quality student development and learning.
However, quality achievement should not be the primary goal of CAS standards and guidelines,
rather the ultimate objective should be to progress closer to excellence through constant
application of the activities deemed best or promising practice within student affairs.
Several researchers have utilized CAS standards and guidelines to assess the quality of
tutoring, orientation, advising, academic programs, as well as student affairs practitioners’ job
satisfaction at 4-year colleges (Bourke 2017; Donnelly, 2004; Dorman, 2012; Fullmer, 2009;
Keeling, 2010; Poock, 2004; Robbins, 2014; Young & Janosik, 2007; Young & Dean, 2015).
Conversely in a qualitative study examining the usage and perceived effectiveness of CAS
standards at a 2-year college, Taylor (2013) found that participants indicated that CAS was
effective in increasing awareness around areas of deficiency within their programs, thereby also
enhancing professional growth. In addition, participants revealed that the utilization of CAS
standards allowed them to effectively assess how well their programs were meeting student
needs, facilitated successful departmental change, and enhanced student satisfaction.
In Arminio and Gochenauer’s (2004) quantitative analysis examining the usage of CAS
standards and their impact on student learning, more than 60% (n = 890) of the respondents in
Arminio and indicated that they were aware of CAS, and 85% of the senior level administrators,
such as vice presidents and associate vice presidents, reported being aware of CAS. Conversely,
69% of the deans and associate deans, 60% of the directors and associate directors, 54% of the
assistance directors and coordinators, and only 38% of faculty participants reported being aware
of CAS standards and guidelines. A majority reported utilizing CAS resources to guide the
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development and operation of services and programs, including self-assessments. As such,
participants reported utilizing self-assessment guides primarily for program and service selfassessment, rather than for the sole purpose of informational reading. Finally, 41% of the
participants who reported measuring student learning outcomes believed that CAS Standards
influenced their programs and services. However, study participants represented members from
only 50% of CAS’s member associations. Furthermore, as a reminder, the CAS consortium
consists primarily of general and functional area student affairs professional associations rather
than academic program related associations, which may account for a faculty awareness rate of
only 38%, compared to a senior-level administrator awareness rate of 85% and a heavy reliance
on self-assessment guides to evaluate student affairs programs and services.
Professional Competencies
Student affairs professional competencies represent the skills and knowledge needed to
achieve the desired performance standards and quality outcomes as identified by higher
education institutions, graduate-level preparation programs, and professional associations
(Arminio & Ortiz, 2017; Burkard, Cole, Ott, & Stoflet, 2005; Dickerson et al., 2011; Komives &
Carpenter, 2016). As Herdlein et al. (2013) affirmed, formal academic preparation and on-going
professional development is essential for the sustainability of a competent student affairs
workforce. Analysis presented by researchers such as Burkard et al. (2005), Keeling (2004,
2006), Kretovics (2003), Herdlein Riefler, & Mrowka (2013), Lovell and Kosten (2000), and
Pope et al. (2004) have offered several key skills, knowledge areas, and personal qualities
associated with effective student affairs practitioners, some of which include management and
administration; research and assessment; helping and advising; multicultural awareness,
knowledge, and skills; ethics and professional standards; communication; leadership; student
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development theory; organizational development, assessment, and facilitation; and public policy.
However, Muller et al. (2018) argued that student affairs graduate-level program faculty,
practitioners, and employing units are increasingly designing graduate-level preparation and
professional development opportunities, as well as performance evaluations, around the
competency areas endorsed by leading student affairs general associations, such as ACPA,
NASPA, and CAS. Such alignment in the development and implementation of a competency
model symbolizes professionalization of a career field and promotes quality professional practice
(CAS, 2006; Gansemer-Topf & Ryder, 2017; Janosik, Carpenter, & Creamer, 2006).
Professional Associations
Table 3 below outlines the most recent publication of professional competencies
endorsed by general and functional professional associations such as CAS, ACPA, NASPA, and
AACRAO (AACRAO, 2020; CAS, 2006; NASPA, 2015). CAS interactive competencies were
developed in 2006 as a part of the CAS Characteristics of Individual Excellence for Professional
Practice in Higher Education to promote a broader compilation of general and personal
attributes for student affairs professionals (CAS, 2006). The interactive competencies are to
serve as compliments to CAS general standards and guidelines, as well as its standards for
master’s preparation in student affairs and higher education, which will be covered in further
detail in the subsequent section (CAS, 2006; Komives & Carpenter, 2016; NASPA, 2015).
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Table 3: CAS, ACPA, NASPA, and AACRAO Professional Competencies

In 2010, ACPA and NASPA published, Professional Competency Areas for Student
Affairs Practitioners, a joint publication which outlined a set of 10 competency areas, each
divided across three varying levels based on an individual’s current position and desired
professional growth: basic, intermediate, and advanced (Arminio & Ortiz, 2017; Gansemer-Topf
& Ryder, 2017; Komives & Carpenter, 2016). In response to an internal review committee and
subsequent scholarship on professional competency areas in student affairs, ACPA and NASPA
re-issued the 2010 competencies in the Professional Competency Areas for Student Affairs
Practitioners (NASPA, 2015). The re-issued competencies, as represented in Table 3, change
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Equity, Diversity, and Inclusion to Social Justice and Inclusion, Advising and Helping to
Advising and Supporting, and combined Personal and Ethical Foundations. In addition,
Technology was added as a distinct competency rather than threading it throughout each area
(Komives & Carpenter, 2016; NASPA, 2015).
This study’s research focus on the experiences of mid-level enrollment management
practitioners’ experience with implementing student support services for fully online students
also warrants a brief discussion of the core competencies and enrollment management
professional proficiencies presented by AACRAO. Core competencies and proficiencies
presented by AACRAO represent the knowledge, skills, and dispositions necessary to achieve
quality performance as student affairs practitioners within records management, admissions,
administrative information technology, and enrollment management services (AACRAO, 2020).
The competencies presented by CAS and ACPA and NASPA are oriented primarily
around student development, policy, ethics, and administration; however, those endorsed by
AACRAO focus more on the administrative, strategic, and managerial nature of recruitment and
admissions related functional areas. These variances underscore Blimling’s (2001) assertion that
student affairs work occurs across several functional communities with distinct philosophies and
practical approaches; nevertheless, practitioners and scholars must commit to understanding the
interactions and intersections of these groups to effectively address the needs of a disparate
student population. Consequently, it is essential for the standards and competencies guiding
student affairs practice to continuously evolve based on the contemporary context in which
practitioners and scholars seek to apply them.
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Graduate-Level Preparation Programs
The first student affairs program was established at Teacher’s College, Columbia
University in 1914 to address the need for a graduate-level curriculum that better prepared deans
and advisors of women for their new roles within higher education (Coomes & Gerda, 2016;
Hevel, 2016; Nuss, 2003). The interdisciplinary degree provided deans of women such as Ester
Llody-Jones, Lucy Diggs Slowe, and Ruth Strang with formal training and competencies in
psychology, business, sociology, and teacher placement (Coomes & Gerda, 2016; Hevel, 2016).
Over 100 years later, there are now more than 260 student affairs, higher education, or other
related programs listed in NASPA’s Graduate Program Directory (NASPA, 2020). Today’s
graduate-level student affairs programs are designed to prepare practitioners for a variety of
entry-level positions within higher education (CAS, 2019; Gansemer-Topf & Ryder, 2017;
Kretovics, 2002; Kuk et al., 2007). As previously noted, the curricula of these programs are often
organized around CAS and/or ACPA and NASPA competencies (Dean, 2013; Janosik et al.,
2006; Muller et al., 2018; Young, 2019); however, scholars question whether or not
contemporary student affairs programs are adequately preparing practitioners to support the
diverse needs of 21st century higher education institutions and students, such as those engaging
in online education initiatives (Calhoun & Santos-Green, 2017; Kretovics, 2003; Kretovics,
2015; Kuk et al., 2007).
In a meta-analysis examining 17 years of research on student affairs competencies and
professional preparation present, Herdlein et al. (2013) revealed a subtle shift from scholarship
focusing on counseling and interpersonal skill development to a focus on administration and
management associated with policy, research and assessment, strategic analysis, and software.
Nearly 90% of the research articles included in the meta-analysis highlighted diverse student
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demographics as an area of critical competency development; however, this focus appeared to
center on cultural, racial, gender, and sexual orientation (Flowers, 2003; Gayles & Kelly, 2007;
Pope & Mueller, 2005). Ortiz and Waterman (2016) presented a broad definition of diversity in
acknowledging the disparate demographics that student affairs practitioners must develop
competencies to support in the 21st century, yet fully online students were not identified as a
unique population requiring specialized support to aid in their retention and persistence.
Kuk et al. (2007) emphasized that the competencies that student affairs graduate
preparation programs impart on their students are essential to the development of competent and
quality student affairs practitioners. However, in a recent national study that examined how
student affairs graduate programs are preparing future practitioners to support online students,
83% of the respondents indicated that their programs formally or informally addressed support
services for online students; yet more than 50% indicated that the topic was only covered
informally through incidental discussions (Calhoun et al., 2017). Some authors postulated that
the lack of emphasis given to online students within student affairs graduate programs has
resulted from the slow and subtle incorporation of online education and technology in
competencies endorsed by CAS, ACPA, and NASPA (Calhoun et al., 2017; Herdlein et al.,
2013).
As previously stated, Technology was not added as a distinctive competency area by
ACPA and NASPA until the publication of their second joint statement in 2015, see Table 3
above. Although, technology and distance education has driven higher education change and
innovation for nearly 20 years, two of the leading student affairs associations did not warrant it
the status of a distinctive competency until five years ago (ACPA & NASPA, 2015). Threading
technology as an element throughout each of the competency areas prior to 2015, rather than
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identifying it separately, resulted in its unintentional omission “in the practical application of the
competencies” (ACPA & NASPA, 2015, p.5).
Similarly, as outlined in Table 4 below, the most recent standards for master’s-level
higher education and student affairs preparation programs published by CAS offers a nominal set
of general content areas for structuring program curriculum. Furthermore, online education as a
standard area of study is limited to the offering of one online course designed to expose students
to the online environment (CAS, 2019). Comparable to ACPA and NASPA, CAS encourages
faculty, administrators, and staff to integrate standards and competencies throughout their
services and programs based on a variety of factors, such as institutional mission, program
policies and practices, professional judgement, as well as contemporary issues and trends.
However, anchoring new competencies for effectively addressing the needs of changing student
demographics, such as online students and their support systems, into graduate preparation
programs may require a more systematic approach that directly leverages the experiences of
practitioners at all levels (Kuk et al., 2007; Ortiz et al., 2015).
Table 4: CAS 2019 Curriculum Standards
Areas of Study

Specific Curriculum

Foundational studies

•

Professional studies

•
•
•
•
•
•

Supervised practice
Online Experience

Historical and philosophical higher education and student affairs foundations

Student learning and development theories
Student characteristics and effects of higher education on students
Individual and group strategies
Organization and administration of higher education
Assessment, evaluation, and research
Practicum, work experience and/or internship; should cover two separate
experiences
“Programs should offer at least one course online to acclimate students to the
online setting”.
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Kearsley (2013), as well as Watkins, Kaufman, and Odunlami (2013), advised that those
responsible for implementing and managing online education initiatives should be skilled in both
project management and strategic management. Project management is the application of
specific knowledge, tools, and techniques that can aid in the day-to-day operation of online
programs (Kearsley, 2013; PMI, 2013). Project management also involves setting direction,
aligning stakeholders to that direction, and motivating them through the employment of skillful
negotiating and problem-solving techniques (Crowe, 2013). Strategic management is more
concerned with institutional level planning (Kearsley, 2013). Acquisition of the aforementioned
competencies, in conjunction with those already established as essential for successful student
affairs practice, could better prepare practitioners to provide quality support to online students, as
well as encourage more graduates to seek job opportunities within online or distance education
units. Such substantial transformation should be guided by the stories of student affairs
practitioners who have experienced the phenomenon of implementing and managing support
services for fully online students in collaboration with program faculty and professional
associations responsible for instilling standards of quality and competencies (Calhoun et al.,
2017; Ortiz et al., 2015; Sandeen & Barr, 2006).
Implementing and Sustaining Quality Online Innovations
Implementation serves as the link between the activities involved with designing and
approving a strategic plan for an innovation, and the point in which the conceptualized idea is
fully operationalized (Klein & Sorra, 1996; Rogers, 2003). Therefore, as Keast (1997) argued,
the evaluation of implementation policies and practices designed to prepare student affairs
practitioners, faculty, and other internal stakeholders to consistently and effectively engage with
online education initiatives is critical to the achievement desired outcomes and long-term
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sustainability. However, an understanding of innovation implementation, and its function in
putting abstract ideas, practices, and objects into use cannot be fully understood without first
considering the entire innovation process.
Understanding Innovation and Innovation Effectiveness
Invention vs Innovation
A proficient discussion regarding the innovation process must first address the distinction
between an invention and an innovation. While exceptions are plausible, invention typically
precedes innovation given that the former represents the initial introduction of a new product,
process, or service, and the latter results from the continuous amalgamation of “knowledge,
capabilities, skills, and resources” over time (Fagerberg, 2004, p. 3). For example, research
literature has identified correspondence study as the first form of distance education; however,
over a period of nearly three-hundred years subsequent iterations emerged to include broadcast
radio and television, teleconferencing, and now online learning (Bower & Hardy, 2004; Caruth
& Caruth, 2013; Moore & Kearsley, 2012; Talbert & Meira, 2011). As such, the invention of
steamships, steam locomotives, postal service mail delivery, radio, television, and web-based
technologies have significantly influenced higher education innovation and growth for over 200
years.
Earlier definitions presented by Rogers (1962) and Rogers and Shoemaker (1971)
highlighted innovation as a novel idea, practice, or object that was perceived to be new to an
individual. Zaltman et al. (1973) described innovation as “any idea, practice, or material artifact
perceived to be new by the relevant unit of adoption” (p. 10). Similarly, in the Diffusion of
Innovation, Rogers (2003) revised his delineation and identified innovation as “an idea, practice,
or object that is perceived as new by an individual or other unit of adoption” (p. 12).
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Leveraging the work of pioneering innovation scholars, such as Zaltman et al. (1973),
Van de Ven’s (1984) strategic management variant described innovation as both “the
development and implementation of ideas by people who over time engage in transactions with
others within an institutional order” (p. 3). The uniform definitions presented by Zaltman et al.
(1973) and Rogers (2003) legitimizes an idea, practice, or objective as an innovation whenever
those involved with its adoption perceive it as new, although others might label it as a replica of
something already in existence.
Fagerberg (2004) reinforced innovation as an iterative and interdependent process that
occurs overtime and commands the expertise of multiple stakeholders, rather than the isolated
efforts of a few. However, Van de Ven (1984) offered an all-encompassing definition, conveying
a transitional process in which individuals move new, or reformed, ideas from the abstract realm
of possibilities that influenced the adoption decision into the implementation of observable
practices capable of facilitating substantial change. Therefore, the newly developed idea is the
innovation and the “temporal sequence of events that occur as people interact with others to
develop and implement their innovation ideas within an institutional context is the innovation
process” (Van de Ven et al., 1989, p. 32).
Innovation theorist Joseph Schumpeter identified five unique categories of innovation:
“new products, new methods of production, new sources of supply, exploitation of new markets,
and new ways to organize business” (as cited by Fagerberg, 2004, p. 4). Products, services,
production processes, and organizational structures have also been identified as unique types of
innovation (Damanpour, 1991; Zaltman et al., 1973). Van de Ven (1984) further classified
innovation technologies, products, and services into a distinctive subcategory of technical
innovations, and new procedures, policies, and organizational structures into the subcategory of
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administrative innovations. As such, it is appropriate to classify the decision for traditional
colleges and universities to harness various elements of distance education technologies, and
face- to-face education, to develop a central unit for overseeing the delivery of online programs
as a higher education innovation, rather than invention.
Innovation Adoption
Innovation adoption occurs when an organization, individual, or other entity makes the
decision to utilize an innovation as the best recourse for facilitating growth or improvement
(Milo, 1971; Rogers, 1995; Shepard, 1967). In the inaugural edition of Diffusion of Innovation
(Rogers, 1962), innovation culminated with the adoption process, a 5-stage process whereby an
individual first learns about an innovation and then moves through a series of decision-making
activities that subsequently lead to the adoption of an innovation. Subsequently, the adoption
process was classified as “an individual matter” that comprised the following stages: Awareness,
Interest, Evaluation, Trial, and Adoption (Rogers, 1962, p. 76). Over the last 50 years, Rogers
has undoubtedly gained recognition as one of the most prolific scholars of innovation research;
however, in his foundational work on the diffusion of innovation, Ryan and Gross (1943) and
Wilkening (1952) are credited for initially introducing adoption as a construct consisting of
multiple stages or phases (Rogers, 1962).
Ryan and Gross (1943) introduced innovation adoption as a process of interrelated stages
in their examination of the rapid diffusion of hybrid seed corn in agriculture throughout the
Midwest from 1936 to 1939. As change agents, salesmen and early adopting neighbors increased
the awareness of hybrid seed corn. Increased awareness was followed by “the spread of
conviction” as small segments of the farming community adopted hybrid corn and began sharing
their success stories (Ryan & Gross, 1943, p. 21). Next, the persuasion of early adopting farmers
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led to increased trial usage, and acceptance of hybrid seed corn by the more risk adverse farmers.
Finally, there was nearly a complete adoption of hybrid seed corn by 1941 as 99% (257) of the
study participants reported using it in their farming operation (Ryan & Gross, 1943). In studying
the acceptance of innovative agricultural programs and practices by farmers across three counties
in coastal North Carolina, Wikening (1952) identified the decision to “adopt an improved farmed
practice” (p. 6) as a 4-stage process in which the farmer: Learn of the practice; Engage in
discourse about its advantages and disadvantages with other farmers; Make the decision to adopt
the practice; and Obtain the requisite information needed to implement the practice.
Innovation process models presented by theorists such as Rogers (1962), Rogers and
Shoemaker (1971), Lavidge and Steiner (1961), and Colley (1961) during the 1960s and early
1970s, generally ceased their analyses of the innovation process at the adoption. As a result,
innovation research was originally observed as a solitary event rather than a continuously
changing process with successive stages of inter-related activities (Klein & Sorra, 1996; Zaltman
et al., 1973). The implementation stage, or the activities required to “actually change the unit, its
subsystems, or the behavior of members” (Zaltman et al., p. 58, 1973), was not deemed
important, outside of the influence that these activities may have on the decision to adopt an
innovation.
Organizational innovation became a priority during the mid-late 1960s once researchers
began to acknowledge the need to examine the impact that organizational structures and human
resources had on innovation outcomes, thereby extending the narrative beyond the decision to
adopt an innovation (Damanpur, 1991; Rogers, 2003; Shepard, 1967; Zaltman et al., 1973).
Shepard (1967) examined the process of innovation within innovation-resisting organizations
identified adoption as a separate phase that sometimes intersects the initial phase, idea
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generation, and precedes the final stage, implementation. Milo’s (1971) organizational oriented
model addressed adoption as a tentative activity that is dependent upon the organization’s ability,
or willingness, to secure, utilize, and develop adequate resources after making the decision to
contingently adopt an innovation.
Diffusion of Innovation
The studies presented by Ryan and Gross (1943) and Wikening (1952) introduced
innovation adoption as a symbiotic process involving multiple phases; however, they also
illustrated the concept of diffusion. Diffusion of innovation, according to Rogers (1962, 1995,
2003), is the process of spreading a new idea, or innovation, through specific communication
channels, over time, and among the requisite members of a social system. As such, the following
key elements must be present for diffusion to occur: an innovation, communication channels,
time, and social system (Rogers, 2003, p. 11). First, innovations represent the new, or reformed,
idea (process, practice, technology, artifact, etc.) that is relatively unknown by the masses.
Second, adoption occurs once an organization, and/or individual, commits to some level of
engagement with an innovation. Finally, diffusion is achieved once an innovation becomes a
sustaining element of a system.
Innovation Implementation
Innovations and Organizations (Zaltman et al., 1973) progressed innovation scholarship
by shifting the focus to the impact of organizational characteristics on the outcome of
innovations (Rogers, 2003). Organizational characteristics identified as having the potential to
influence innovation outcomes included, but were not limited to employee skillset, individual
employees’ level of commitment to the innovation, communication and understanding of
organizational goals, and the relationships between internal units (Zaltman et al., 1973). While it
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is important to assess and mitigate any potential risk that organizational, or individual,
characteristics may pose to innovation outcomes throughout the adoption decision-making
processes, those responsible for implementing innovations must also plan for, and continuously
assess, the fluidity of these characteristics as they are transformed by implementation activities
(Rogers, 2003; Zaltman et al., 1973). Consequently, Zaltman et al. (1973) introduced innovation
as “any idea, practice, or material artifact perceived to be new by the relevant unit of
adoption……a single individual, a business firm, or city” (p. 10). Thus, acknowledging
innovation as a multidimensional phenomenon that should be studied beyond the individual, or
single adopter, unit of analysis. As Dodgson, Gann, and Phillips (2014) affirmed, innovation is
“an essential means by which organizations survive and thrive;” however, before organizational
innovation can be managed and sustained, it needs to be understood (p. 1).
Nevertheless, Van de Ven et al. (1989 helped to inform a more comprehensive
framework for examining, understanding, and managing innovation as an extended process,
influenced by both adoption and implementation decision-making processes. The Minnesota
Innovation Research Program’s (MIRP) longitudinal study was one of the first empirical studies
to examine innovations across an array of disciplines, in real-time, from conception of ideas to
completion of implementation (Rogers, 2003; Van de Ven et al., 1989). Van de Ven (1984) had
previously expounded on the definition of innovation by designating it as “the development and
implementation of ideas by people who over time engage in transactions with others within an
institutional order” (p. 3). The Minnesota project, which consisted of 14 separate studies across
such disciplines as education, agriculture, business, and defense sought to expand previous work
by addressing questions related to how and why innovations progress from conceptualization to
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reality, what processes influence successful and unsuccessful outcomes, and to what extent is
innovation process knowledge generalizable (Rogers, 2003; Van de Ven et al., 1989).
In the late 1990s to early 2000s, organizational innovation literature began to focus on
human resource management as a key function of implementation effectiveness, and ultimately
successful innovation outcomes (Baron & Kreps, 1999; Klein & Sorra, 1996; Laursen & Foss,
2013). Laursen and Foss (2013) examined of the impact that new human resource management
practices had on innovation outcomes and concluded that internal team-based learning,
decentralization of decision-making authority, incentives, structured processes for gathering
employee feedback and recommendations, as well as internal knowledge dissemination were
critical in the achievement of desired innovation outcomes. Klein and Sorra (1996) contended
that implementation failure, rather than innovation failure may be a more valid reason for an
organization’s inability to achieve planned outcomes. As such, they offered an integrated model
that addressed innovation implementation as a multi-level process that involved cultivating
alignment between employees’ perceptions and values about innovation, their requisite skillset,
and organizational needs. The aforementioned factors, according to Klein and Sorra (1996), are
critical influencers of innovation and implementation effectiveness.
Implementation effectiveness, or the consistent and efficient use of an innovation, is
concerned with securing “targeted organizational members’ appropriate and committed use of an
innovation” in an effort to achieve maximum benefit from its adoption (Klein & Sorra, 1996, p.
1055). Maximum benefits are achieved from operationalized innovations whenever an
organization has successfully cultivated a climate for implementation, one in which respective
members are supported in the acquisition of the requisite skills for sustainable engagement with
an innovation, are appropriately incentivized, and are confronted with minimal infrastructure
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obstacles to potentially disrupt productivity (Klein & Sorra, 1996). In addition, implementation
effectiveness is dependent upon how well respective members perceive the selected innovation
to align with their individual values. Therefore, the personal commitments and knowledge
enhancement needed to achieve implementation and innovation effectiveness are reliant upon
proper alignment between the organization’s climate for implementation and individuals’
perceived innovation values fit (Klein & Sorra, 1996).
Quality Implementation Framework (QIF)
As discussed in Chapter 1, this study was guided by the Quality Implementation
Framework (QIF; Meyers, Durlak, et al., 2012). The QIF is a meta-framework that can be used
to aid practitioners across a variety of disciplines in the planning and implementation of
innovations. A synthesis of 25 innovation implementation frameworks by leading innovation and
implementation scholars (Durlak & DuPre, 2008; Klein, Conn, & Stora, 2001; Rogers, 2003;
Van de Ven et al., 1989; Wandersman, Chein, & Katz, 2008), the QIF is structured around a 14step 4-phase process that presents specific actions for facilitating quality implementation
outcomes (see Appendix E). The phases of the QIF are as follows: Phase 1: Initial consideration
regarding the host setting, Phase 2: Creating a structure for implementation, Phase 3: Ongoing
structure once implementation begins, and Phase 4: Improving future application. To maintain
the feasibility of this study, the participant interview protocol was guided by Phases 2-4 (Meyers,
Durlak, et al., 2012). However, to generate an understanding of the level of support provided
mid-level enrollment management practitioners in building the knowledge capacity to support
each respective online distance education innovation, questions related to training and
professional development activities (Phase 1 of the QIF) were incorporated into Phase 2 of the
interview protocol.
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Phase 1: Initial Considerations Regarding the Host Setting
Initial consideration of the setting in which an innovation will be implemented involves
various assessment strategies and activities to evaluate innovation-organizational fit,
organizational needs, capacity and readiness to innovate, and if/how the innovation should be
adopted to fit organizational needs and capability. As outlined in Appendix E, Phase 1 should
involve critical analysis of the organization’s mission in alignment with innovation objectives,
staff’s input regarding needed modifications to the innovation, staff acquisition and training
needs, organizational infrastructural modifications, etc. Therefore, to achieve quality outcomes,
Phase 1 should involve input from stakeholders at various hierarchical levels within, and if
warranted, outside of the organization. As such, an essential objective of Phase I is to identify the
innovation’s core features, critical elements and core components. In addition, leaders should
identify the person(s) who will serve as the innovation’s senior-level champion throughout the
implementation process.
Phase 2: Creating a Structure for Implementation
The primary goal of Phase 2 is the establishment of a structure that will anchor and guide
the implementation process. Decision makers should approve a clear action plan or timeline and
identify the team that will be responsible for completing various tasks associated with
operationalizing the innovation, as well as overseeing the implementation process. In addition,
the implementation team, including front-line staff, should be apprised of their role and
responsibilities and the timeframe for completion of assigned tasks to foster individual
accountability. Finally, Phase 2 should incorporate plans to proactively mitigate any foreseen
challenges to implementing the innovation.

95

Phase 3: Ongoing Structure Once Implementation Begins
Phases 1-2 involve preparation activities designed to facilitate quality innovation and
implementation outcomes, while Phase 3 signifies the start of implementation. The central steps
involved with this phase includes providing requisite support to the front-line staff who engage
with the innovation daily, monitoring on-going implementation activities, and facilitating a
forum that provides regular updates regarding the status of implementation activities.
Phase 4: Improving Future Applications
Finally, Phase 4 consists of a retrospective analysis or evaluation and individual selfreflections to identify strengths and weakness of the implementation process and the innovation.
Stakeholders should be concerned with answering what the experience taught them about quality
implementation. Analysis, evaluation, and self-reflection should occur informally throughout
Phases 1-3; however, Phase 4 involves a formally structured process for documenting feedback
on experiences in order to improve future implementation practices and sustainability of the
current innovation. As innovation and implementation scholars have suggested, gathering
feedback from organizational staff about their practical experiences with implementation
processes can compensate for the dearth of systematic theories and research available for
operationalizing innovations across a host of fields (Klein et al., 2001; Van de Ven et al., 1989).
Therefore, “learning by doing” can often serve as a conduit for acquiring valuable knowledge
about implementation (Meyers, Durlak, et al., 2012p. 10). Although the entirety of this study was
designed to provide a retrospective analysis of each participant’s experience with implementing
services for an online education innovation, Phase 4 of the interview protocol included a salient
focus on implementation improvement.
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Implementing Quality Support Services for Fully Online Students
Literature and quality standards addressing the implementation of support services for
fully online students focuses primarily on the types of services needed to promote online student
retention and success as well as student satisfaction (Burkle & Cleveland-Innes, 2013; Calhoun
& Santos-Green, 2015; Lorenzetti, 2006; Picciano, 2006; Sadaf, Martin, & Ahlgrim-Delzell,
2019; Ware, 2019; WCET, 2020). However, the implementation of student services requires
more than a simple migration of repurposed on-campus services to an online platform (Gould et
al., 2014; Wilson-Lendor, 2020). Comparable to the faculty’s responsibility in restructuring the
instructional component of students’ learning experience for online delivery; student affairs
practitioners are responsible for restructurings support services elements. There are copious data
available that examined the experiences of faculty who have experienced the phenomenon of
implementing fully online courses and programs, subsequently resulting in well documented
standards and practices for preparing them to design, develop, and teach quality online courses.
Therefore, rather than merely supplying student affairs practitioners with evidence of “what”
services need to be implemented to facilitate quality support for fully online students; the higher
education community also has a responsibility to ensure that this stakeholder group has the
requisite knowledge to understand “how” to develop and implement those services.
Mid-Level Enrollment Management Practitioner’s Preparedness
Kretovics (2003) reviewed distance education literature and recommended development
of “cyber-services” and virtual student communities, addressing such research topics as facultystudent interaction, student attitude and satisfaction, learning outcomes, and student affairs
graduate-level preparation programs course offerings. Kretovics affirmed the absence of
sufficient distance education literature related to student affairs as well as the opportunity that
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student affairs practitioners must provide the expertise needed to develop comprehensive
distance education programs. Consequently, Kretovics identified four basic competencies that
student affairs practitioners should seek to acquire and improve if they desire to support distance
education initiatives within their institution: Systems Thinking, Facilitation, Technology, and
Assessment. In addition, the student affairs profession was encouraged to address the provision
and integration of student services for distance education students, the development of virtual
communities, provide oversight to distance education initiatives by serving on respective
institutional committees, and promote the offering of distance education courses in graduate
preparation student affairs programs. Nevertheless, Kretovics’s extensive review of distance
education literature and recommendations to the student affairs profession did not acknowledge a
need for research examining the experiences of student affairs professionals charged with
implementing support services for fully online students. Furthermore, although critical
professional competencies for successful distance education practice were identified, the study
did not address the significant opportunity that graduate-level student affairs programs have in
instilling these competencies.
Dare et al. (2005) directly addressed the feeble connection between student affairs and
distance education, consequently online education. Asserting that both the student affairs and
distance education professional groups were committed to weakening the gap, Dare et al.
identified several areas requiring immediate attention. First, the authors recommended student
affairs administrators garner a clear understanding of how distance education services are
administered, as well as the projected enrollment trends for online students. In addition, Dare et
al. encouraged student affairs administrators to understand institutional funding for online
education, consider the appropriate alignment of student fees with online education, ready
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themselves to serve as advocates for student affairs by promoting the profession’s mission and
objectives. Finally, student affairs administrators were encouraged to develop a role within their
division that focused on the online education population. Although a comprehensive study, Dare
et al.’s recommendations for closing the gap between student affairs and distance education bore
from student participant survey data, rather than the direct experience of student affairs
practitioners.
In a phenomenological dissertation examining leadership strategies for implementing
online education initiatives at dual-mode universities, Hirning (2009) found that strategic
planning, comprehensive training for all internal stakeholders involved with online education,
institutional support, substantial financial support, and system-wide communications were
among the most recommended implementation strategies suggested by participants. Comparable
to other studies focusing on online distance education initiatives, Hirning, as well as study
participants, focused primarily on the needs, attitudes, and challenges of individuals within the
faculty, technology, and instructional design stakeholder groups.
In a discussion of their experience implementing the Online Student Support Services
(OSSS) unit for Lone Start College Online (LSC Online), part of a multi-campus community
college system, Britto and Rush (2013) outlined critical activities aimed at increasing student
retention and success. The hiring of a manager who was responsible for developing a strategic
plan for operationalizing the subunit, as well as the acquisition of two academic advisors were
identified as critical first steps in the implementation. Next, implementation activities were
driven by three primary activities: development of the Early Alert Assistance system,
implementation of Online Advising, and implementation of Case Management Advising first-
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time-in-college (FTIC) fully online students. The institution also focused on increasing technical
support, development of a readiness assessment, student orientation, and tutoring.
Britto and Rush (2013) presented one of several studies addressing the implementation of
online education initiatives within a large community college system, as well as one in which the
“what” (i.e., an online student orientation) and the “how” (i.e., instructional designers first
consulted with colleagues at other institutions). In addition, their study focused on prematriculation and post-matriculation enrollment management retention support services.
However, the data presented were based on the experiences of only two mid-level student affairs
practitioners within the OSSS and did not offer specific needs in preparing student affairs
practitioners to implement quality support service for fully online students.
In a dissertation case study examining the implementation of an online educational
student services initiative within a large community college system, Conover (2008) indicated
that insufficient human and financial resources as enrollment grew and a lack of involvement in
the planning of processes led to feelings of frustration and isolation among front-line student
services staff within such functional areas as admissions, advising, financial aid, bursar,
registration and technical support. In addition, student services staff acknowledged a disconnect
between administrators with high levels of technological knowledge and low usage and front-line
staff with low technological knowledge and high usage. As such, the implementation process
was disjointed and lacked a central point of leadership to guide individuals and departments.
“Individuals simply created what they thought would be helpful for students without any
overarching support or guidance from the institution” (Conover, 2008, p. 148). Consequently,
resulting in disparate outcomes and services that lacked cohesion.
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Similarly, in examining how organizational and institutional factors, as well as individual
characteristics and perceptions of campus administrative leaders, impact the implementation of
online education in community colleges, Cornner (2010) suggested that faculty support, a culture
amendable to technological change and implementation, and personal characteristics of online
leaders appeared to promote successful implementation outcomes.
Bailey and Brown (2016) examined contemporary practices and recommendations for
implementing online student services also underscored the importance of active and long-term
support from administrative leaders, strategic planning that engages the support of multiple
institutional stakeholders, an individual champion capable of providing primary oversight,
adequate resources, etc. in successful implementation practices.
A considerable amount of distance education research literature addresses topics related
to the need for institutions to proactively facilitate faculty preparedness to engage in online
teaching, including understanding their beliefs and assumptions about online learning, practices
for identifying factors influencing satisfaction with online learning, online teaching experiences
and practices, as well as faculty training needs (Berg, Muilenburg, & Haneghan, 2002; Bolliger
& Wasilik, 2009; De Gagne & Walters, 2009; Lewis & Abdul-Hamid, 2006; McQuiggan, 2007;
Mitchell & Geva-May, 2009).
However, unlike the literature that addresses the teaching and learning elements of
distance education, research focusing on student services is typically geared towards student
need, rather than practical applications for facilitating readiness among student affairs
professionals.
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Summary
For more than 100 years the student affairs profession has continuously evolved to meet
the needs of a multifaced student population whose ethos has been regulated by the history of the
United States (Coomes & Gerda, 2016; Thelin & Gasman, 2017). While the responsibilities and
challenges of student affairs practitioners have become more varied and complex their
commitment to the academic, personal, and professional development of students remains
unchanged (Jones et al., 2017; Magolda & Carnaghi, 2017). Therefore, as increasing enrollments
of fully online students continue to alter ideals of student learning and engagement, student
affairs professionals must leverage their expertise in leadership, program development and
implementation, interpersonal communication, student development, organizational
development, and more, to spearhead reform within their respective profession, and across the
American higher education system (Beaudoin, 2016; Woodward, Love, & Komives, 2000).
However, student affairs professionals’ ability to effectively guide reform that promotes the
implementation of sustainable support services for fully online students is dependent upon their
preparedness to do so (Floyd & Casey-Powell, 2004). As the literature suggests, online education
initiatives have not provided student affairs professionals the same level of engagement
opportunities as faculty for increasing online education related self-efficacy (Crawley & Howe,
2016; Dare et al, 2005; Kretovics, 2003). Consequently, before administrative leaders, graduatelevel student affairs program faculty, and professional associations can advocate for student
affairs professionals to have a greater level of involvement in implementing online distance
education initiatives, they must first understand how this stakeholder group experiences the
phenomenon.

102

This study also documents effective practices in implementing and managing online
distance education systems. The scope of this study will not permit the examination of the entire
student affairs division within each of the selected university sites. Nonetheless, this study will
give higher education practitioners insight into the experiences of mid-level managers within
student affairs tasked with implementing new back-end workflow processes to accommodate
distance education systems, and/or preparing their subordinate staff to provide front-line support
to distance learners.
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CHAPTER THREE: METHODOLOGY
Introduction
This chapter documents essential components of the research design, such as the selected
method and rationale, the data collection process, as well as the data analysis process. The study
was guided by one central research question: What is mid-level enrollment management
practitioners’ experience with implementing student services for an online education innovation
designed to support fully online students at traditional universities?
Qualitative Research Paradigm Rationale
The qualitative paradigm was identified as the most appropriate research approach to
address the problem, purpose, and central questions presented in Chapter 1. Firstly, the idea that
reality is constructed by individuals as they interact within their various social worlds undergird
qualitative research (Creswell, 2013; Denzin & Lincoln, 2018; Hatch, 2002; Merriam, 1998;
Schreiber & Asner-Self, 2011). Qualitative researchers desire to “understand the meaning people
have constructed…how they make sense of their world and the experiences they have in the
world” (Merriam, 1998, p. 6). Saba (2000) argued that qualitative distance education research
studies would advance the field by providing extensive data to unveil the unexamined
complexities and nuances that exists within distance education. Thus, it was appropriate to apply
a research design that promotes the expansion of an understudied aspect of distance education
innovation, such as the implementation experiences of mid-level enrollment management
personnel, by deriving understanding and meaning through the multiple realities of individuals
who have engaged with the phenomenon first-hand.
Qualitative data may be acquired through participant interviews, site observations,
document analysis, and the researcher’s field notes or journal (Creswell, 2013; Hatch, 2002;
Merriam, 1998; Stake, 2010). As such, data acquisition emphasizes elements of the second key
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tenet of qualitative research; the researcher serves as the primary instrument for data collection
and analysis (Hatch, 2002; Norum, 2008; Merriam, 1998). As a human instrument, the researcher
possesses the fluidity to adapt and respond to contextual clues as they emerge throughout various
phases of the data collection process (Denzin & Lincoln, 1998; Merriam, 1998; Schreiber &
Asner-Self, 2011). Unlike quantitative research, this level of variability in qualitative designs
provide opportunity to seek instantaneous clarification as the researcher pursues depth in
understanding what an experience means to participants (Burck, 2005).
A third tenet of the qualitative paradigm is that it may involve fieldwork, or the
observation of participants in their natural setting (Hatch, 2002; Merriam, 1998). While the study
design and research questions should dictate how much time is warranted within the field, the
overall objective is to develop a greater level of understanding about the human experience as
they interact with the respective phenomenon within their natural environment. As Guba (1967)
stated, such an approach “yields information about relationships as they actually occur in
nature…yielding a rich and detailed supply of information about a particular happening in a
particular context” (p. 60).
A fourth distinction of qualitative research is that it encompasses inductive reasoning, or
data analysis (Hatch, 2002; Merriam, 1998; Schreiber & Asner-Self, 2011). Inductive analysis
progresses from the ground up, from the specific to generalized patterns of relationships among
the data (Hatch, 2002, p. 10). Merriam (1998) added that inductive research “builds abstractions,
concepts, hypotheses, or theories rather than tests existing theory” (p. 7). Therefore, an inductive
approach is useful when there is no workable theory to explain a phenomenon or when existing
theory is insufficient (Merriam, 1998).
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Finally, qualitative research is “richly descriptive,” focusing on “process, meaning, and
understanding” (Merriam, 1998, p. 8). Data are described through words, rather than numbers,
allowing for a more holistic approach to the data collection and analysis processes (Nassaji,
2015).
Research Design Methodology and Approach
Overtones of qualitative descriptive research existed within this hermeneutic
phenomenological study, as it sought to better understand an understudied phenomenon, such as
the in-depth first-hand experiences of mid-level enrollment management student affairs staff as
they engaged with the process of implementing a distance education unit within a traditional
post-secondary institution (Merriam, 1998; Naidu, 2009; Nassaji, 2015; Schreiber & Asner-Self,
2011). While data was collected through semi-structured interviews, as well as document and
website analysis, they were analyzed and reported from a methodological approach that aided the
researcher in inducing meaning to provide an in-depth explanation as to how participants’
experiences may have influenced their preparedness to implement and sustain quality services
for fully online students (Creswell, 2013; Merriam, 1998).
Phenomenological Methodology
Phenomenological research seeks to examine and understand patterns of meaning-making
that develop within persons’ consciousness as they experience a phenomenon over time
(Creswell, 2013; Gall et al., 2007; Hatch, 2002; Husserl, 1931; Merriam, 1998; Moustakas, 1994;
Schreiber & Asner-Self, 2011; Spiegelberg, 1965; van Manen, 1990). Schreiber and Asner-Self
(2011) described a phenomenon as “any discreet experience that can be articulated” (p. 11). Van
Manen (2015) categorized phenomenology not only as a method, but also as “an attitude” that is
dependent on the researcher’s keen and creative insightfulness, and interpretive prowess (p. 40).
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Patton (2015) concluded that although there are variant approaches to phenomenological
research each seeks to “explore how human beings make sense of experience and transform
experience into consciousness” (p. 115). While Husserl (1931), Colaizzi (1978), and Moustakas
(1994) have all offered suitable approaches to follow in the collection and analyses of data for
phenomenological research, this study primarily engaged the hermeneutic phenomenological
activities presented by van Manen (1990).
Hermeneutic Approach
Complementary to Moustakas’s (1994) heuristic transcendental approach, van Manen’s
(1990, 2016) hermeneutic stance acknowledged the constructive influence that the researcher’s
relationship with the phenomenon has on the concluding understanding of ‘essence of
experiences;’ however, he also emphasized the element of context and the interpretative role of
the researcher in constructing meanings (Patton, 2015). Hermeneutic phenomenology, according
to van Manen (1990), is concerned with first-hand experiences and with how individuals
“interpret the texts of life” (p. 4). Patton (2015) asserted the fundamental question guiding
hermeneutic inquiry is “what are the conditions and context under which a human act took place,
or a product was produced that makes it possible to interpret its meaning” (p. 136). Through the
application of semiotics, the researcher seeks to identify themes in verbal and written
communications that may be leveraged to interpret meaning in relation to context of experiences
(Patton, 2015; van Manen, 1990). Interpretation not only involves identifying and describing that
which is clear and lucid, but also that which “conceals itself” (Gadamer, 1986, p. 68). Meaning
of lived experience is usually hidden or veiled; therefore, phenomenological text “mediates
between interpreted meanings and the thing toward which the interpretations point” (pp. 26-27).
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Educators engaging in educational research, contended van Manen (1990), should be
guided by “pedagogical standards” in an attempt to “increase one’s thoughtfulness and practical
resourcefulness or tact” (p. 4). Hermeneutic phenomenologists engage descriptive accounts,
textual reflection, self-reflection, and interpretation to uncover the meaning of primary
experiences, as well as identify the significance of those meanings, thereby facilitating the
practical application of new knowledge (van Manen, 1990, 2016).
Creswell (2013, 2014) and Creswell, Hanson, Clark, and Morales (2007) observed the
novice researcher’s preference for Moustakas’s (1994) phenomenological approach over van
Manen’s (1990). Moustakas (1994) promoted a more systematic step-by-step process to uncover
the “experiential essence” of the respective phenomenon (Patton, 2014).
However, as outlined in Table 5 below, van Manen (1990) argued that phenomenological, or
human science research, should be pursued as “a dynamic interplay among 6 research activities”
(p. 30). Researchers are encouraged to selectively employ and revise van Manen’s six
methodological themes based on their unique research questions (van Manen, 1990).
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Table 5: Application of van Manen's (1990) Hermeneutic Research Activities
van Manen’s Proposed Research Activity &
Principal Tenets
1. Identify a phenomenon of serious interest that
commits you to the world
• Develop a deep questioning of abiding
concern
• Activate the researcher, thinker, theorist
within
• Seek to make sense of an aspect of the human
existence
2. Investigate the experience as you live it, rather
than as you conceptualize it
• Allow the natural attitude (LeVasseur, 2003)
influences philosophical attitude
3. Deeply reflect on the essential themes that
characterize the phenomenon
• Acknowledge that which is clear and obscure
4. Describe the phenomenon through the art of
writing and rewriting
• Apply Logos (language and thoughtfulness) to
a phenomenon
5. Maintain a strong oriented pedagogical relation
to the phenomenon
• Resist scientific disinterestedness, do not settle
for “superficialities and falsities”
6. Balance the research context by considering
parts and whole
• Align all research activities with purpose of
study, always connect the parts with the whole

Articulated Throughout Current Study
See Chapter 1 (Purpose of the Study and Research
Questions Subsections)
• Focus areas: distance education innovation
implementation, 21st century higher education
student support services; student affairs
professionals
• Research problem, purpose and primary research
questions:
See Chapter 3 (Role of the Researcher Subsections)
• Researcher reflexivity and voice
• Bracketing of natural attitude
See Chapter 3 (Data Collection and Analysis
Subsections)
• Data collection process + data analysis process =
participant recall data and context data
See Chapter 3 (Data Analysis Subsections)
• Robust data analysis
o Thick descriptions
o Rich quotations
• Hermeneutic interview and data analysis processes
o Member Checking
o Researcher journaling
• Social Constructivism (Origin of research question)
• Hermeneutic phenomenological approach
• Quality Implementation Framework (QIF)
• Context/condition of implementation
• Thick descriptions; rich quotations
• Interpretation: meaning &
significance of experience
• Interpretation: preparedness to
implement and sustain quality
services
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The researcher recognized the complexities involved in van Manen’s (1990) hermeneutic
approach; however, the research questions guiding this study commanded a phenomenological
framework that allowed for the legitimate analysis and interpretation of both tacit and explicit
data. As the primary instrument, the researcher sought to elucidate how a group of mid-level
managers within enrollment services experienced the phenomenon of implementing a distance
education innovation and to interpret the meaning of those experiences as it related to the
subsequent impact on their feelings of preparedness develop and sustain services for fully online
students.
Traditionally, hermeneutic inquiry has been concerned with interpreting the meaning of
textual data, such as research participants’ protocol writings, literature, and historical documents
(Patton, 2014; van Manen, 1990). However, as identified in Table 6 below, Kneller (1984)
substantiated narrative data, such as interviews and observed conversations, as valuable content
for interpreting meaning in hermeneutic phenomenology.
Table 6: Kneller's 4 Principles for Hermeneutic Inquiry and Analysis Beyond Textual Data
Principle #1
Principle #2
Principle #3
Principle #4

Understanding a human act or product and hence all learning is like
interpreting a text.
All interpretation occurs within a tradition.
Interpretation involves opening yourself to a text (or any qualitative data)
and questioning it.
Text (or data of any kind) must be interpreted in the light of the interpreter’s
situation.

As such, this study’s robust data collection process, which included researcher reflexivity, semistructured interviews, document analysis, and web site analysis was well-suited to yield
substantive content about the conditions and context in which the phenomenon of distance
education innovation was experienced.
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Research Questions
The primary question guiding this hermeneutic phenomenological study is as follows:
What is mid-level enrollment management practitioners’ experience with implementing student
services for an online education innovation designed to support fully online students at
traditional universities? Secondary questions for this study are listed below:
1. What are the perceptions of implementing an online learning unit to support fully online
students at dual-mode universities when considering phases 2-4 of the Quality
Implementation Framework (QIF)?
2. Were the essential components for the development of quality services, as outlined in the
CAS General Standards Mission, Programs and Services, Organization and Leadership,
Human Resources, Ethics, Technology, and Assessment categories integrated throughout the
implementation of enrollment management programs and support services for fully online
students?
3. Do processes for implementing online education innovations prepare mid-level enrollment
management practitioners to support the effective development and sustainability of quality
services for fully online students at traditional universities?
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Research Participants and Setting
Participant Selection
Interview participants and documents for analysis were selected using the following two
purposeful sampling strategies: criterion-based sampling and snowball sampling (Patton, 2015).
Purposeful sampling involves the selection of individuals, cultures, events, organizations,
communities, documents, etc. as cases for a study because they are “information-rich” (Creswell,
2014; Gall et al., 2007; Patton, 2015, p. 46). Information-rich participants, sites, and materials
provide invaluable data that better inform the researcher about the phenomenon, problems, and
questions of interest (Creswell, 2014; Gall et al., 2007). Therefore, criterion-based sampling is
the deliberate selection of cases that implicitly, or explicitly, exhibit a set of pre-defined
characteristics (Patton, 2015). Creswell (2013) argued that criterion sampling is appropriate for
phenomenological studies because it permits a “more narrow range of sampling strategies” by
focusing only on the individuals and groups that have direct experience with the respective
phenomena (p. 155). Snowball sampling is the selection of cases based on recommendations
from other participants, gatekeepers, or non-participants who might provide creditable
recommendations (Creswell, 2014; Patton, 2015; Schreiber & Asner-Self, 2011). Gatekeepers
are individuals located within the respective community or organization with enough political
and/or position capital to aid the researcher in gaining access to a research site (Creswell, 2014;
Patton, 2015). Finally, convenience sampling may involve the selection of cases based on access,
location, schedule, and/or financial constraints (Schreiber & Asner-Self, 2011).
As indicated in Table 6, each participant was employed at a public research university
with total student enrollments of more than 30,000. However, the universities do not operate the
largest distance education systems per fully online student enrollments in the United States.
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Therefore, each case represented a convenience sample selected based on location, time, access,
and financial considerations.
Table 7: Institutional Profiles

Interview participants were initially identified with assistance from a gatekeeper for each
of the respective universities. Gatekeepers were acquired through conference networking
opportunities and based on the recommendations of dissertation committee members. Upon
contacting initial interview participants at the recommendation of gatekeepers, snowball
sampling was utilized to acquire additional prospects. As indicated in Table 8, the researcher
solicited participants who were involved with the implementation of enrollment management
services designed to support the operationalization of a centralized or decentralized an online
distance education innovation implemented at a traditional university within the last 10 years
(2009-2019).
Table 8: Online Distance Education Innovation Profiles
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Morse (1994) recommended a minimal of six participants when conducting
phenomenological research. However, Creswell (2013) proposed a sample size of 3 to 4
individuals to 10 to 15 individuals. Merriam (1998) advised qualitative researchers to offer an
approximate number of interview participants when submitting proposals to a dissertation
committee or to a funding source as participant and site numbers may change during the data
collection process. Six participants were originally selected for this student; however, data from
two participants’ interviews were eliminated, as upon completion of their interview it was
determined that they did not experience the implementation process during the specified
implementation period. Although each participant was responsible for implementing enrollment
management services designed to support fully online students, they were specifically employed
at the following levels: executive director, director, and associate director. Upon identification of
perspective participants, the researcher collaborated with the gatekeeper to determine the best
method of communication for inviting individuals to participate in the study (i.e., email and/or
brief face-to-face information session). All participants were initially contacted via email
introductions.
Setting
All mid-level enrollment management participants were employed at a traditional 4-year
public regionally accredited university within the United States. Total student enrollments at
each of the three selected universities are more than 30,000. The number of fully online students
supported at each university in Fall 2018 was between 3,000 and 12,000. While other
similarities between the cases emerged throughout the course of the study, this sample of
participants and institutions were purposefully selected to lend a general level of insight into the
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process of implementing online distance education delivery systems at traditional universities
from the perspective of mid-level enrollment management student services staff.
Role of the Researcher
In contrast to quantitative approaches, qualitative research positions the researcher as the
primary data collection instrument, an observer, and a participant in the study (Denzin &
Lincoln, 2018; Merriam, 1998; Patton, 2015; Schreiber & Asner-Self, 2011). van Manen (1990)
promoted the idea of researchers “investigating experience as we live it” to gain reflective
awareness about our experience with a phenomenon (p. 30). Nevertheless, the researcher’s active
voice increases concerns of both implicit and explicit bias in qualitative research; however, it
may also serve to strengthen rigor and authenticity (Patton, 2015; van Manen, 1990). Through
reflexivity and bracketing, researchers establish transparency about their personal histories and
current motives, as it relates to the research topic, while pre-emptively selecting methodological
procedures that will mitigate the adverse influence of bias from prior experience (LeVasseur,
2003; Patton, 2015; van Manen, 1990).
Reflexivity
Reflexivity underscores the value of the researcher’s ability to develop a clear
understanding of how they themselves think about, process, understand, and inquire knowledge.
Through “deep introspection, political consciousness, cultural awareness, and ownership of one’s
perspective,” reflexivity aids researchers in “making sense of the patterns we observe around us”
(Patton, 2015, p. 70). Alvesson and Sköldberg (2018) added that reflexivity involves a concerted
effort to unremittingly focus on “the way different kinds of linguistic, social, political, and
theoretical elements are woven together in the process of knowledge development, during which
empirical material is constructed, interpreted, and written” (pp. 10-11). Therefore, qualitative
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researchers must acknowledge, and disclose, the ways in which the contextual elements of their
life experiences shaped various aspects of the research design, such as the primary research
question, sampling, and data collection process. By divulging pertinent information about his, or
her, background as it relates to experience with the respective phenomenon, researchers make a
concerted effort to position themselves within the study.
Reflexivity establishes the researcher’s conscious awareness of their biases and values, as
well as cautions both investigator and reader of the perspective from which the study is
implemented and analyzed. Consequently, reflexivity better positions the researcher and the
audience to approach the study through a critical lens (Creswell, 2013).
Bracketing the Natural Attitude in Interpretive Research
Bracketing involves the researcher’s examination of a phenomenon while suspending
preconceived assumptions, setting aside related personal experiences, and avoiding
interpretations, in order to produce objective descriptions of participants’ livid experiences
(Ashworth, 1999; Creswell, 2013; Hatch, 2002; Moustakas, 1994). The assumptions of
impartiality in bracketing has widely positioned it as a viable technique for mitigating concerns
of scientific paralysis that is often ascribed to qualitative research, specifically phenomenological
designs (Hatch, 2002; Husserl, 1931; Moustakas, 1994). However, LeVasseur (2003)
acknowledged the “incongruity of employing the technique within essentially hermeneutic
research” (p. 1). As previously stated, an interpretive phenomenological approach always
imposes researchers’ assumptions (van Manen, 1990). Therefore, LeVasseur (2003) argued the
concept of bracketing should be redefined to include the setting aside of the researcher’s “natural
attitude,” meaning the “everyday assumption that things are only as they appear to our
unreflective consciousness” (p. 417).
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While the idea of bracketing (epoche) and bracketing out the natural attitude was
advanced by Husserl (1931), LeVasseur (2003) recommended a slight, yet constructive,
modification that uses the conscious awareness of the natural attitude’s limitations to stimulate
curiosity. Within our natural attitudes exists a level of stagnation, or lack of curiosity, that
emerges from the unconscious egoism involved in unyielding a posteriori reasoning. The
conscious setting aside of natural attitudes, according to LeVasseur (2003), should challenge
researchers to suspend their judgements about what is true, confront the limitations of their
knowledge, while leveraging that which is known, to generate newer more evolved questions.
Thus, the objective of bracketing in interpretive research should be to motivate inquiry, it should
produce a “philosophical attitude” that mandates robust research design (LeVassur, 2003, p.
410). In contrast, Husserl (1931) asserted that although the general thesis derived from natural
thought may “fill me with wondering admiration…I disconnect them all, I make absolutely no
use of their standards” temporarily during data collection. LeVassur (2003) contended that even
a provisional suspension of our prior knowledge and theories was problematic, as there is value
in leveraging researcher’s prior experiences (p. 59). As depicted in Figure 2, bracketing of the
natural attitude is a hermeneutic approach, it is a cog within Heidegger’s (Gadamer, 1989)
hermeneutic cycle where we allow our understanding, knowledge, and/or biases to be revised:
It is this interval, where momentarily we are dispossessed of our assumptions by an
upstart curiosity, that new perceptions of the thing might occur. I believe the dialectic
between this momentary new impression and our old understandings constitutes
something similar to the hermeneutical circle…the project of bracketing attempts to get
beyond the ordinary assumptions of understanding and stay persistently curious about
new phenomena. I believe this provides opportunity for fresh experience and the
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possibility of new horizons of meaning. Given that under this construction, bracketing
can be seen as a hermeneutic move, it is not inconsistent to employ bracketing within an
interpretive research project (LeVasseur, 2003, pp. 418-419).

Figure 2: Interpretive Illustration of the Hermeneutic Circle, LeVasseur (2003).

118

The Researcher’s Reflexivity and Voice
The researcher of this proposed study earned a Master of Arts in Higher Education
Leadership, Student Personnel from the University of Central Florida (UCF) in 2003.
Throughout the researcher’s tenure in the program, she worked part-time in the student
development office at a 2-year state college as coordinator for their student volunteer program.
Responsibilities as coordinator for the volunteer program included developing co-curricular and
extracurricular campus engagement and service-learning programs, facilitating partnerships with
local businesses and organizations, and mentoring student organizations. In addition, the
researcher completed a graduate assistantship in career services and an internship in first year
advising at UCF. During her final semester of master’s study, the researcher also completed a
practicum co-teaching SLS 1122: Student Success (currently New Student Experience) at the
previously mentioned 2-year college.
Upon graduating, the researcher was hired full-time as a student support specialist at the
2-year state college. In this position, she served as a generalist, providing front-line admissions,
registration, financial aid, academic advising, orientation, bursar, and assessment support
services for both current and prospective students. Consequently, the researcher gained crosstraining in each of the previously mentioned functional areas of enrollment management. In
addition, she received Banner certification, as this position required her to access all enrollment
management, as well as some academic related, forms within the student information system
(SIS) daily. From 2003-2011, the researcher also taught as a face-to-face and online adjunct
student success instructor.
In 2005, the researcher was hired as an associate program manager by an online program
management (OPM) vender. In this position, she oversaw student and faculty support services
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for one of their partner university’s fully online programs. She was promoted to program
manager in early 2006 and to senior program manager in 2007. In 2008, she was promoted to
associate director of new program development becoming responsible for overseeing the
implementation of newly contracted online programs. In this position, the researcher
collaborated with internal university stakeholders (i.e., faculty, student support services staff, and
administrators) and her OPM colleagues to develop and execute project plans to implement
contracted services for delivering online programs. From 2011-2015, she served as director of
new program development. In 2015, she separated from the organization to pursue doctoral
studies full-time.
During her tenure as an associate director, and director of new program development, the
researcher launched and/or oversaw the launch of approximately 65-70 programs. Program
launches included single program implementations and multiple program implementations with
new and existing university partners. The researcher did launch two online graduate programs
with one of the post-secondary institutions selected for this study; however, she did not
participate in the implementation activities for the respective case (i.e., implementation of the
institution’s distance education unit responsible for delivering services to fully online
undergraduate students). The business unit assigned to manage the university partner’s portfolio
of undergraduate online programs obtained full operational responsibilities upon execution of the
signed contract. As such, the researcher did not meet the respective participants for this study, or
inquire about their interest in participating, until having a random encounter at the Florida
Distance Learning Association’s (FDLA) 2017 Annual Conference.
The vision for this research study grew from the researcher’s personal experience and
observations of online program implementations at regionally accredited dual-mode colleges and
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universities. She was fortunate in formal training and professional experience to have been
exposed to several of the key functional areas involved in the delivery of post-secondary
education. The researcher routinely leveraged prior experience from her roles as a volunteer
program coordinator, student services specialist, adjunct faculty, program manager, and student
personnel graduate program alumnus to guide her in establishing processes for implementing
online program delivery systems. As a generalist in the student support specialist role, the
researcher learned the interconnectedness that existed between enrollment management policies
and procedures, as well as the technical systems. For example, she understood that altering the
academic calendar to include more term starts for fully online students not only meant changes in
the admissions office workflows and SIS coding, but such a decision also had cumulative effects
on the financial aid system, bursar, etc. In addition, she recognized what process and systems
questions needed to be asked, what risks to look for, and often how to mitigate those risks.
Finally, the researcher routinely applied teaching and learning practices and concepts from
student development theories to guide internal university partner stakeholders through the
complex process of implementing distance education delivery systems. As Miller and Prince
(1976) asserted, student development is “the application of human development concepts in
postsecondary settings so that everyone involved can master increasingly complex
developmental tasks, achieve self-direction, and become interdependent” (p. 3).
This qualitative researcher served as a bricoleur, which Denzin and Lincoln (1998)
defined as one who pieces together a “close-knit set of practices that provide solutions to a
problem in a concrete situation...changing and taking new forms as different tools, methods, and
techniques are added to the puzzle” (p. 3). Therefore, if necessary, a bricoleur researcher will
invent new tools, or merge existing tools, to strengthen research rigor.
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Finally, this researcher sought to better understand the phenomenon of implementing
distance education service units within traditional institutions from mid-level enrollment
management student services specialist, as her current understanding has been influenced by her
unique experiences. The researcher believes that this study benefits the higher education
community by providing valuable insight into the experiences and needs of mid-level enrollment
management professionals responsible for developing and sustaining fully online student
services. In addition, the researcher hopes that the study inspires graduate-level student affairs
and higher education faculty and administrators to incorporate opportunities for students to
engage in more substantial curriculum experiences that facilitate the acquisition of skills and
competencies to support the fully online student population.
Data Collection
Interviews
Rubin and Rubin’s (2012) responsive interviewing model guided the data collection and
analysis as its interpretive constructionist approach complements the phenomenological research
processes proposed by van Manen (1990). Because “constructionists expect people to see
somewhat different things, examine them through distinct lenses, and come to somewhat
different conclusions” (Rubin & Rubin, 2005, p. 28), the interview structure must allow for a
level of variability. Key tenets of responsive interviewing include the following: An emphasis
on the interviewer and interviewee as human beings, not recording machines, working
collaboratively to form a relationship; The goal of generating depth of understanding, more than
breadth; and A flexible research design.
To accomplish the objectives of responsive interviewing, in-depth semi-structured openended interviews were conducted (Rubin & Rubin, 2005). Comparable to the structured
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interview process, semi-structured interviews permit the researcher to commence with a series of
planned questions; however, modifications are acceptable when additional probing is warranted
to yield deeper insight, clarity, and context (Gall et al., 2007). The primarily unstructured
interview approach, which has been proposed by van Manen (1990) and Vagle (2014) as the
most appropriate for hermeneutic phenomenological interviews was not selected for this study.
Unstructured interviews often yield the open and rich conversational dialog that is required of
hermeneutic phenomenology; however, as a novice doctoral student, the researcher has opted for
a semi-structured protocol to aid in the arrangement and delivery of interviews.
The researcher met with the mid-level enrollment management practitioner who
experienced the phenomenon at each of the selected universities to conduct one-on-one
interviews. All initial interviews were conducted in-person, at the respective campus site, for
approximately 1 to 2 hours. The interview guide containing detailed interview questions, and a
modified version of The Council for the Advancement of Standards in Higher Education’s
(CAS) General Standards (GS), and Self-Assessment Guide (SAG; see Appendix F) were
emailed to interviewees one week prior to the formal face-to-face interview. However,
participants were required to complete and return the modified CAS Self-Assessment Guide
prior to the face-to-face interview. Receipt of the completed modified SAG at least two to three
days prior to the face-to-face interview gave the researcher an opportunity to plan follow-up
questions to better understand how participant’s experience with implementing an online
distance education innovation influenced their evaluation of student services designed to support
the system. Additional details related to the design and purpose of the interview guide and the
modified CAS Self-Assessment Guide will be provided in the upcoming Data Collection Tools
subsection.
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Incorporating the preliminary interview questions within the interview guide afforded
participants an opportunity to clearly reflect on events that may have transpired 5-10 years ago.
In addition, providing participants time to review and reflect on questions prior to engaging in
the one-on-one sessions served to facilitate trust between interviewee and interviewer, and to
alleviate any feelings of anxiety that interviewees might have been experiencing about the
interview process. Establishing a trusting and collaborative relationship with interviewees is
“central to the responsive interviewing model…interviewer and interviewee are in a relationship
in which there is mutual influence, yet in which individuality needs to be recognized” (Rubin &
Rubin, 2005, p. 33).
Prior to the start of each interview, the researcher provided participants with a hardcopy
of the Informed Consent Form (see Appendix G), and read aloud information pertaining to the
interview process, and their overall participation in the study. At this time, the researcher sought
verbal consent to proceed with the interview and answer pertinent questions regarding the study.
In addition, the researcher asked for interviewees’ permission to audio record their respective
sessions. Upon receipt of verbal approval from participants, interviews were recorded using a
portable digital audio recorder to ensure that all communication between the participants, and the
researcher were preserved for later review and analysis (Merriam, 1998; Patton, 2015).
The interview guide, which contained the list of preliminary questions, and space to
record brief notes was used throughout each interview (Creswell, 2013; Merriam, 1998). The
interview guide added structure to the process by ensuring that every interviewee was asked the
same questions, except when a previous response solicits modifications or clarification (Patton,
2015). The systematic and comprehensive data collection process that interview protocols
promote (Patton, 2015) aided in the reduction of reactivity, or interviewer effect, produced from
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the interviewee’s awareness of the researcher’s professional experience with the phenomenon.
Schreiber and Asner-Self (2011) defined reactivity as “the effect the researcher has on the
situation, the setting, or the people involved” (p. 275). Therefore, while it is important that the
researcher engaged her “natural attitude” in the creation of a “philosophical attitude,” as
described by LeVassur (2013), she also worked diligently to share the space with the
interviewees, allowing their voices and experiences to be uncovered (p. 417). Rubin and Rubin
(2005) advocated for “a mutual and personal relationship between interviewer and interviewee,”
one in which the “researcher is bound by the same norms of reciprocity that apply elsewhere” in
their life (p. 34). Nevertheless, the researcher must consciously balance the maturation of “a
mutual and personal relationship” within an appropriate sphere of objectivity and disclosure.
Post interview activities are “critical to the rigor and validity of qualitative inquiry” and,
for this study, included reviewing of the recorded audio directly after each interview, reviewing
of descriptive and reflective interview notes, drafting of post-interview reflection notes, sending
follow-up emails with interviewees to seek immediate clarification when necessary, and member
checking (Guba & Lincoln, 1989; Patton, 2015, p. 473; Schreiber & Asner-Self, 2011). Patton
(2015) contended that post-interview activities, such as the drafting of interview reflection notes
and the review of written and recorded data, aids researchers in building a frame of reference for
interpreting and synthesizing a substantial amount of content, reflecting on the quality of
information received, determining to what extent their interview objectives were met, and
identifying any weaknesses and problems with rapport, as well as with the wording of questions
and/or topics. Member checking, according to Guba and Lincoln (1989), is perhaps the most
crucial technique for rendering credibility, as it provides an effective means for verifying that in
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which the researcher has interpreted and reported was indeed the intended message of
participants.
Interview Questions
Interviews commenced with a set of demographic questions to collect data regarding
interviewees’ professional experience (i.e., number of years in position, credentials, formal job
title, previous work experience, etc.). Demographic questions not only aid the researcher in
locating “the respondent in relation to other people,” but also the open-ended qualitative
background questions tell “us about how people categorize themselves” in the world (Patton,
2015, p. 445). A series of experience and behavior, opinion and value, feeling, and knowledge
based open-ended questions were divided across the three sections following the demographic
questions (see Table 8). The three subsequent sections represented phases of the Quality
Implementation Framework (QIF) and were as follows: Phase 2: Creating a Structure for
Implementation, Phase 3: Ongoing Structure Once Implementation Begins, and Phase 4:
Improving Future Applications. As previously stated, the QIF is a meta-framework that may be
applied across many disciplines (Meyers, Durlak, et al., 2012). As such, select strategies for
designing, implementing, and evaluating innovation implementation processes, as presented in
the QIF (see Appendix E), were incorporated into the interview questions and interview guide
(see Appendix H).
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Table 9: Patton's (2015) Six Types of Qualitative Interview Questions
Question Focus
1. Experiences/Behaviors

2. Opinions/Values

3. Feelings
4. Knowledge
5. Sensory

6. Background/Demographic

Objective
• To elicit feedback about current/past behaviors,
experiences, actions, and activities that could have
been observed.
• To understand the interpretive and cognitive processes
of people, asks about opinions, judgements and
value—exposes “head stuff”, what participants think
about their experiences
• To elicit emotions—feeling responses to their
experiences and thoughts
• To inquire about information –what is known
• To understand what has been seen, heard, touched,
tasted, and smelled ---interviewer seeks to enter
interviewee’s sensory experience
• To identify personal characteristics of interviewee

Open-ended questions, the “heart of qualitative data,” allow interviewees to respond “in
their own words” (Patton, 2015, p. 446). Schreiber and Asner-Self (2011) added that open-ended
questions “allow the participant to write, type, or vocalize an extended response” (p. 126). In
adherence to the hermeneutic phenomenological approach to research, the following format of
open-ended questions allowed respondents in this study to express their natural attitudes about
their experience implementing enrollment management services designed to support the
operationalization of an online distance education innovation within a traditional post-secondary
institution (LeVassur, 2013; Patton, 2015, p. 447; van Manen, 1990).
Document and Website Analysis
Merriam (1998) identified documents as non-interview or non-observational data sources,
such as “written, visual, and physical material relevant to the study” (p. 112). LeCompte,
Preissle, and Tesch (1993) used the term artifacts in lieu of documents, adding that artifacts are
“symbolic materials such as writings and signs, and non-symbolic materials such as tools and
furnishings” (p. 216). Documents, or artifacts, created for other purposes that would be relevant
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to this study include organizational charts, meeting agendas, emails, implementation timelines,
departmental reports and presentations, photos, and/or brochures. The researcher solicited
documents relevant to this study from interview participants. All confidentiality requirements
were obtained upon receipt of documents and honored when completing the written analysis.
Artifacts not only aided the researcher in uncovering additional knowledge and perspectives
about the process of implementing online distance education innovations within traditional
institutions; however, they also stimulated additional paths of inquiry (Patton, 2015).
In addition to document analysis, the researcher also conducted an analysis of each
institutional website and their distance education (online learning, e-learning, distributed
learning, etc.) webpage, thereby providing an opportunity to learn more about the enrollment
management services offered to fully online students, the distance education unit’s online
infrastructure, institutional and departmental missions and values, and institutional history and
demographics.
Research Journal
Journaling, according to van Manen (1990), is beneficial for researchers because it
provides a record for identifying patterns throughout the research process, for continuous
reflecting, and “for making the activities of research themselves topics for study” (p. 73).
Janesick (1999) promoted journaling in qualitative research as a way for researchers to present
the evaluation of their experiences throughout the research process, to expand and explain their
thinking, and to improve upon their skills as a researcher. Borg (2001) argued that research
journals not only provide an orderly forum for documenting events and for generating and
exploring new ideas in writing; however, journals produce a story that can be “retrospectively
analyzed” (p. 161). Consequently, journaling promotes trustworthiness and authenticity by
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revealing the context in which research events unfolded, the researcher’s values, skills, emotions,
and their assumptions throughout the research process (Annink, 2016).
Journaling for the current study commenced once the researcher began sending the email
request to prospective interview participants (see Appendix I), and after receipt of IRB approval
(Appendix J). Entries included data collection logistics, data collection reflective notes, and
study updates. The researcher will conclude journal entries after submission of the final report to
the dissertation committee. Sample journal entries are provided in Chapters 4 and 5. Journaling
revealed the qualitative researcher’s commitment to analyzing and rethinking her professional
experiences, research, and the symbiotic relationship between the two from a critical lens. In
addition, the research journal documents various strengths and weaknesses of the research design
that emerged throughout the data collection process.
Data Collection Tools
Interview questions, the modified CAS General Standards Self-Assessment Guide, and
document and website data collection plan were designed to respond to the research questions.
The alignment of research questions, interview questions, and modified CAS General Standards
SAG are displayed in Table 10. The alignment of research questions, and the document and
website content identified for analysis, are displayed in Table 11. Table 12 represents the
alignment of research questions with the literature presented in Chapter 2. As previously
discussed, to maintain study feasibility, tenets from three out of the four phases of the Quality
Implementation Framework (QIF) were used to frame interview questions 7-18 (see Appendix
H; see Appendix K for Copyright Clearance). Similarly, seven out of the twelve CAS General
Standards categories guided development of the modified SAG (See Appendix L). Incorporating
standards from each area of CAS General Standards is outside of the scope of the current study.
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Per their website permissions and disclaimer, CAS permits the use of its materials for
educational purposes (see Appendix M and Appendix N). The SAG is “an operational version of
the CAS standards and guidelines designed to provide users with an assessment tool that can be
used for self-study or self-assessment purposes. A SAG is available for each functional area for
which CAS standards exists” (CAS, 2020). There is a SAG available for download on the CAS
website for 47 functional areas, 3 cross-functional frameworks for higher education programs
and services, and the General Standards; however, a SAG does not exist for the development and
assessment of online distance education units and support services for fully online students.
Thus, there are no centralized CAS standards of quality for distance education services.
Prior to the start of data collection, interview questions were pilot tested with three nonstudy participates who have professional work experience in higher education enrollment
management. Piloting the interview questions helped to ensure that they were presented to the
actual participates in a manner that yielded compelling data (Merriam, 2009). Relevant
recommendations for changes were incorporated into the interview questions prior to the start of
data collection.
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Table 10: Alignment of Research Questions with Interview Questions
Research Questions
Research Question 1
What are the perceptions of
implementing a distance education
system to support fully online
students at dual-mode universities
when considering phases 2-4 of the
Quality Implementation Framework
(QIF)?

Interview Questions
IQ 7. Please describe any training or professional development
activities that you engaged in to prepare for the launch of the
distance education unit.
IQ 8. Please describe the roles and responsibilities of the
support team (if any) that was organized to train and mentor
front-line staff responsible for serving fully online students.
IQ 9. How did you communicate questions, needs, insights that
emerged from you and/or your staff throughout the launch
process?
IQ 10. Please explain your level of involvement in developing
and updating the launch timeline or action plan.
IQ 11. What challenges, if any, to an effective launch did you
foresee prior to the start of activities? How did you proactively
address those challenges?
IQ 12: Unexpected challenges often arise when launching new
projects. What unexpected challenges did you experience
throughout the launch of your institution’s distance education
unit, and how did you resolve them?
IQ 13. What was your process for communicating updates and
needs throughout the launch process regarding the following?
IQ 14. What lessons did you learn about launching your
university’s distance education unit would you share with your
enrollment management colleagues at other
colleges/universities?
IQ 15. What lessons did you learn about launching your
university’s distance education unit would you share with
administrative leaders at your university?
IQ 16. Please describe how the launch processes involved with
operationalizing the distance education unit influenced your
ability to provide effective services for fully online students?
IQ 17. Please describe how the launch processes involved with
operationalizing the distance education unit influenced your
ability to provide sustainable services for fully online students?
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Research Questions

Interview Questions

IQ 18. To address the needs of a disparate student population
distance education units must continuously improve academic
programs and support services. Can you provide examples of
how you have been able to generate new ideas for improving
services for fully online students since the launch of your
university’s distance education unit?
Research Question 2
IQ 19 (Assessment Categories 1-7). In considering your
respective functional area, please review and complete the
Were the essential components for
below Quality Distance Education Support Services
the development of quality services, Assessment (QDESSA) based on your evaluation of select
as outlined in the CAS General
CAS General Standards throughout the launch of your
Standards Mission, Programs and
respective university’s distance education system.
Services, Organization and
Leadership, Human Resources,
Ethics, Technology, and
Assessment categories integrated
throughout the implementation of
enrollment management programs
and support services for fully online
students?
Research Question 3
Do processes for implementing
distance education systems prepare
mid-level enrollment management
personnel to effectively develop,
manage, and sustain quality
services for fully online students at
dual-mode universities?

IQ 7. Please describe any training or professional development
activities that you engaged in to prepare for the launch of the
distance education unit.
IQ 8. Please describe the roles and responsibilities of the
support team (if any) that was organized to train and mentor
front-line staff responsible for serving fully online students.
IQ 9. How did you communicate questions, needs, insights that
emerged from you and/or your staff throughout the launch
process?
IQ 10. Please explain your level of involvement in developing
and updating the launch timeline or action plan.
IQ 11. What challenges, if any, to an effective launch did you
foresee prior to the start of activities? How did you proactively
address those challenges?
IQ 12: Unexpected challenges often arise when launching new
projects. What unexpected challenges did you experience
throughout the launch of your institution’s distance education
unit, and how did you resolve them?
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Research Questions

Interview Questions
IQ 13. What was your process for communicating updates and
needs throughout the launch process regarding the following?
IQ 14. What lessons did you learn about launching your
university’s distance education unit would you share with your
enrollment management colleagues at other
colleges/universities?
IQ 15. What lessons did you learn about launching your
university’s distance education unit would you share with
administrative leaders at your university?
IQ 16. Please describe how the launch processes involved with
operationalizing the distance education unit influenced your
ability to provide effective services for fully online students?
IQ 17. Please describe how the launch processes involved with
operationalizing the distance education unit influenced your
ability to provide sustainable services for fully online students?
IQ 18. To address the needs of a disparate student population
distance education units must continuously improve academic
programs and support services. Can you provide examples of
how you have been able to generate new ideas for improving
services for fully online students since the launch of your
university’s distance education unit?
IQ 19 (Assessment Categories 1-7). In considering your
respective functional area, please review and complete the
below Quality Distance Education Support Services
Assessment (QDESSA) based on your evaluation of select
CAS General Standards throughout the launch of your
respective university’s distance education system.
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Table 11: Alignment of Research Questions with Document and Website Analysis
Research Questions

Content Collected for Analysis
University Website

Research Question 2

• Mission Statement(s)
Were the essential components for the development of
o University
quality services, as outlined in the CAS General
o Enrollment Management
Standards Mission, Programs and Services, Organization
o Distance Education Unit
and Leadership, Human Resources, Ethics, Technology,
• Organizational Charts
and Assessment categories integrated throughout the
o University
implementation of enrollment management programs and
o Enrollment Management
support services for fully online students?
o Distance Education Unit
Research Question 3
Do processes for implementing distance education
systems prepare mid-level enrollment management
personnel to effectively develop, manage, and sustain
quality services for fully online students at dual-mode
universities?
Documents
Research Question 2

•

Institutional Overview
o University About Us Webpage
o Enrollment Management Webpage
o Distance Education Unit Webpage

•

Meeting Agendas, Launch
Implementation Plans and/or Timelines
Enrollment Status Documents/Reports

Were the essential components for the development of
quality services, as outlined in the CAS General
•
Standards Mission, Programs and Services, Organization
and Leadership, Human Resources, Ethics, Technology,
and Assessment categories integrated throughout the
implementation of enrollment management programs and
support services for fully online students?
Research Question 3

•

Do processes for implementing distance education
systems prepare mid-level enrollment management
personnel to effectively develop, manage, and sustain
quality services for fully online students at dual-mode
universities?

•
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Meeting Agendas, Launch
Implementation Plans and/or Timelines
Enrollment Status Documents/Reports

Table 12: Research Questions: Focus and Linkage to Literature
Research Questions
Research Question 1
What are the perceptions of
implementing a distance education
system to support fully online students
at dual-mode universities when
considering phases 2-4 of the Quality
Implementation Framework (QIF)?
Research Question 2

Focus
Source
Quality Implementation Processes Angle & Van de Ven,
1989; Klein & Sorra, 1996;
Meyers, Durlak, et al.,
2012; Rogers (1962, 1995,
2003);

Quality of Services

Council for the
Advancements of
Standards (CAS), 2015,
2019; Dorman, 2013;
Arminio & Gochenauer,
2004; Hornak, 2014;
Keeling, 2010; Young &
Janosik, 2007

Preparation of Mid-Level
Enrollment Management
Personnel (Student Affairs
Professionals)

Arome, 2016; Blake, 2007;
Bradoch, Whitehouse, &
Linder, 2018; Dare, Zapata
& Thomas (2005); Haley,
Jaeger, Hawes & Johnson,
2015; Rokkum & Junco,
2017

Were the essential components for the
development of quality services, as
outlined in the CAS General Standards
Mission, Programs and Services,
Organization and Leadership, Human
Resources, Ethics, Technology, and
Assessment categories integrated
throughout the implementation of
enrollment management programs and
support services for fully online
students
Research Question 3
Do processes for implementing
distance education systems prepare
mid-level enrollment management
personnel to effectively develop,
manage, and sustain quality services
for fully online students at dual-mode
universities?

135

Data Analysis
Data analysis for this study was guided by a basic research purpose, which is to advance
post-secondary distance education scholarship in the areas of implementation practices, as well
as student affairs. As previously stated, the QIF undergirded analysis as the leading conceptual
framework in which data will be organized and managed. While several scholars (Flick, 2014;
Huberman & Miles, 1994; Miles, Huberman, & Saldana, 2014; Moustakas, 1994; Silverman,
2018; Saldana, 2011; Stake, 2010; van Manen, 1990; Wolcott, 1994) have presented guidelines
and principles for analyzing qualitative data, Patton (2014) cautioned us to also remember that
the successful application of any approach to data analysis is highly dependent upon researcher
prowess. Each stage of qualitative research is reliant upon the “skills training, insights, and
capabilities of the inquirer;” therefore, a final report that reflects the various collections of data,
their essence and meaning, in relation to the overall purpose of the study, requires sound
judgement and creativity in the application of data analysis guidelines (Patton, 2014, p. 522).
Data Management and Preparation
In preparation for data collection, file folders and hanging file pockets were labeled and
organized into a filing system (site, date, content, and interviewee identifiers) to make
organization and retrieval of massive amounts of data manageable. The same taxonomy structure
was created for the storage of data electronically. Immediately following each interview, all
handwritten, and audio recorded data, was converted into electronic files. Electronic files were
saved to a USB flash drive that is stored in a file cabinet located within the researcher’s home
office. Hardcopy data, such as interview notes, reflective journals, and documents were also
stored in the home office file cabinet. All interview audio recordings were uploaded to Otter.ai,
an online transcription service requiring account set-up for personal access, storage, and editing.
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Verbatim transcripts were produced by the Otter.ai online software within five minutes of file
upload. Upon receipt of transcribed interviews, the researcher cross-referenced transcriptions
with audio recordings to ensure accuracy of data.
Activities involved with organizing and preparing the data for analysis offered the
researcher additional opportunity to become immersed in the findings, which aided in the
planning of necessary follow-up (Flick, 2014; Huberman & Miles, 1994; Patton, 2014; van
Manen, 1990). Therefore, rudimentary analysis commenced during the data collection process as
patterns and themes emerged through reflective journaling, and the review of interview audio
and transcriptions.
Thematic Analysis
Concentrated data analysis began after the researcher conducted several detailed reviews
of each transcribed interview, as Agar (1996) recommended this strategy to “get a sense of the
interview as a whole before breaking it into parts” (p. 153). Notes regarding additional thoughts
and insights about the data were captured through phenomenological reduction that bracketed out
the researcher’s natural attitude about the experience of implementing distance education
systems and support services as an enrollment management professional. Next, the researcher
conducted thematic analyses of each transcript to identify “structures of meanings that are
embodied and dramatized within the human experience,” as represented in the transcribed data
(van Manen, 2014, p. 319-320). Themes represent “an aspect of the structure of lived
experiences…they allow us to make sense of occurrence…it is the means to get at a
notion…theme is the process of insightful invention, discovery and disclosure” (theme: dealing
with anxiety; van Manen, 1990, p. 87-88). Therefore, thematic analysis is not an activity
bounded by obstinate rules, rather it should be approached as an uninhibited process for
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identifying phenomenological meaning through reduction, or bracketing out one’s natural
attitude (LeVasseur, 2003; van Manen, 1990, 2014).
van Manen (1990, 2014) proposed three options for identifying insights and themes: a
wholistic reaching approach, a selective reading approach, and a detailed reading approach. This
study employed the selective reading approach. Selective reading, as described by van Manen
(1990, 2014), involves multiple readings of a text to identify essential or revealing statements
and phrases about the phenomenon being describe. The coding and classification schemes for
organizing data presented by qualitative researchers, such as Bernard, Wutich, and Ryan (2009),
Saldana (2016), and Rubin and Rubin (2005, 2012), are exchanged by van Manen (1990, 2014)
for the more rudimentary processes of highlighting, underlining, or circling essential text are
presented as the best means for organizing data (van Manen, 1990, 2004). As the researcher
continued to read and examine the descriptive experiences of each participate, reoccurring
themes were isolated and identified as potential commonalities associated with the experience of
implementing student services for an online education innovation as a mid-level enrollment
management practitioner. van Manen (1990) asserted that the goal is to “hold on to these themes
by lifting appropriate phrases or by capturing in singular statements the main thrust of the
meaning of the themes” (p. 93).
After multiple cycles of reviewing the data and concluding that emerging themes had
reached saturation, the researcher began drafting phenomenological descriptions, and the
meaning, of participants’ experience with the identified phenomenon. In alignment with the
primary and secondary research questions, themes were centered around participants’ experience
and how their experience influenced their evaluation of the quality of services designed to
support fully online students.
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Description and Interpretation
Using thick descriptions and rich quotations, the researcher sought to bring readers into
the research setting and to connect them to participants’ experiences with the phenomena.
Schreiber and Asner-Self (2011) defined thick description as the “rich information that brings to
life the scene” researchers seek to describe (p. 196). Stake (2010) contended that thick
descriptions are “theory-based descriptions emphasizing the experience of those studied” (p.
221). Denzin (1989) offered a more comprehensive delineation by asserted that thick
descriptions move data beyond “…fact and surface appearance. It presents detail, context,
emotion…thick description evokes emotionality and self-feelings” (p. 83). Consequently, the
liberal use of thick descriptions, and rich quotations, will aid readers in constructing their own
understanding of mid-level enrollment management staff’s experience with implementing
student services for an online distance education innovation. Readers will then possess the
knowledge to “draw their own interpretations about the meaning and significance” of
participants’ experiences as it relates to their feelings of preparedness to develop and sustain
quality services for fully online students at traditional universities (Patton, 2015, p. 534).
A hermeneutical phenomenological approach was also applied to the data interpretation
process. Data interpretation produces explanations of findings by “answering ‘why’ questions,
attaching significance to results…putting patterns into an analytic framework” (Patton, 2015, p.
534). Hence, interpretive analysis succeeded the foundational understanding presented in the
descriptive analysis.

139

Trustworthiness and Authenticity
The credibility of data, and of the researcher’s interpretations, in qualitative inquiry
involves a concerted effort to incorporate strategies that promote a sense of trustworthiness, or
rigor, throughout the entire study (Lincoln & Guba, 1986; Patton, 2015). Establishing
trustworthiness in the naturalistic paradigm is dependent upon the researcher’s ability to
convince the audience, including themselves, of the study’s merit (Lincoln & Guba, 1986). As
such, the following four questions should be pervasively addressed throughout the research
design: Truth Value: How can confidence in the truth be established; Applicability: How can the
extent to which findings of a “particular inquiry have applicability in other contexts” or with
other participants be determined; Consistency: How can the audience determine whether findings
would be repeatable if the study was replicated with the same participants, or similar, and under
the same, or similar conditions; and Neutrality: How can the audience establish the level of
influence that participants’ experiences, and the research conditions, had on reported findings as
opposed to researcher biases, interests, perspectives, or motivations (Lincoln & Guba, 1985, p.
290).
While there are numerous techniques for evaluating qualitative research, those chosen to
support this study’s constructivist paradigm included triangulation of data sources, member
checking, and the researcher’s written self-reflections: reflexivity (Denzin & Lincoln, 2005).
Lincoln and Guba (1986) contended that the criteria for establishing trustworthiness through the
dissemination and interpretation of credible data is analogous to “internal validity” in the
“conventional, scientific paradigm” (p. 74, 76). Credibility (internal validity), according to
Patton (2015), mitigates concerns of unintentional bias by creating opportunities for researchers
to cross-reference their interpretation of data with participants’ intended message.
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Transferability (external validity) addresses concerns of case-to-case generalizability, and
whether the researcher provides adequate information and details about the respective study
(Patton, 2015). Rich quotations, thick descriptions, and the disclosure of any negative or
discrepant information were employed throughout the data analysis process to foster
transferability (Janesick, 2000, Lincoln & Guba, 1985; Wolcott, 1994). Unlike using brief
narratives to describe settings, participants, and themes, the inclusion of rich quotations and thick
descriptions helps to establish credibility by helping readers connect with the content. Detailed
descriptions “produce for the readers the feeling that they have experienced, or could experience,
the events being described in the study. Thus, credibility is established through the lens of the
reader…” (Creswell & Miller, 2000, p. 129). Finally, the inclusion of negative, or discrepant
information adds to the study’s creditability, as it dismisses the notion of perfection and
introduces the real-life plausibility that all things do not coalesce.
Summary
The primary focus of this study was to gain an in-depth understanding of mid-level
enrollment management practitioners’ experience with implementing student services for an
online education innovation designed to support fully online students at traditional universities,
and the subsequent influence on their evaluation of the quality of student services designed to
support fully online students. Although there is an abundance of distance education research
literature that addresses the importance of adequately preparing faculty to teach in the online
environment and adequately preparing students to learn in fully online environments, there is a
gap in the literature focusing on the needs, challenges, and overall experiences of student affairs
professionals as they seek to develop and sustain quality support services for fully online
students. Understanding the challenges, and successes, that enrollment management personnel
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experience when tasked with implementing support services for fully online students will help
higher education leaders better prepare and support student affairs professionals in the
implementation of distance education initiatives. Furthermore, student affairs associations,
organizations, and graduate program faculty will be positioned to enact curriculum reform that
better prepares practitioners and graduate students to address the disparate needs of the fully
online student population.
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CHAPTER FOUR: RESULTS
Introduction
The primary purpose of this study was to explore mid-level enrollment management
practitioners’ experience with implementing services to support online education innovations at
traditional universities. Further, the study investigated and how these experiences prepared midlevel enrollment management practicioners to effectively develop and sustain services for fully
online students at traditional universities. Specifically, this study evaluated the extent to which
online education innovations at three traditional universities were implemented, as evaluated by
the synthesized quality implementation standards outlined in the Quality Implementation
Framework (QIF). Likewise, the study considered the subsequent impact on mid-level
enrollment management practitioners’ preparedness to support the effective development and
sustainability of quality services for fully online students.
The Quality Implementation Framework (QIF), a synthesis of 14 critical steps necessary
for high quality implementation as identified by Meyers, Durlak, et al. (2012), served as the
guiding conceptual framework and was employed in the design of the Interview Guide presented
in Appendix E. A modified version of The Council for the Advancement of Standards in Higher
Education’s (CAS) General Standards (GS), and Self-Assessment Guide (SAG) was
incorporated to give insight into mid-level enrollment management practitioners’ evaluation of
the quality of support services and programs for fully online students.
Data collection and analysis for this study was guided by van Manen’s hermeneutic
phenomenological approach. Hermeneutic phenomenology involves the collection of descriptive
accounts, textual reflection, self-reflection, and interpretation to uncover an in-depth
understanding of an individual’s experience with a phenomenon (Patton 2015; van Manen, 1990,
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2016). Therefore, thick descriptions and rich quotations are shared throughout this chapter to aid
readers in understanding the conditions and context of mid-level enrollment management
practitioners’ experiences implementing services to support the operation of their respective
institution’s online distance education innovation.
Mid-Level Enrollment Management Practitioner’s Implementation Experience
As documented in Table 11 below, six participants (Emerson, Lindsey, Allison, Robin,
Rachel, and Mike) were interviewed for this study.
Table 13: Practitioner Profile Summary

However, upon completion of Rachel’s interview, it was determined that her employment at
State University commenced too far outside of the implementation period to have gained the
substantial experience warranted for analysis in this study. Mike’s experience with Northern
State University’s online distance education innovation commenced at the onset of activities;
however, during his interview, it was revealed that Mike was initially hired as a coordinator. As
such, Mike’s implementation experience also did not yield substantial experience as a mid-level
enrollment management practitioner. The following subsections include a profile of participants,
an overview of their respective institution’s online education innovation, rich quotations of
participants’ reflective narratives of their implementation experience, and participants’
assessment of the level at which CAS General Standards were integrated throughout the
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implementation of enrollment management programs and services to support their institution’s
online education innovation.
Practitioner 1 Profile: Emerson
Throughout the implementation of Mid-State University’s Online Center, Emerson was
employed as the Director of Admissions for the university’s traditional on-campus admissions
functional area. Emerson has also served as the Director of Enrollment Management for MidState University; however, at the time of the interview for this study Emerson was employed as
the Director for Transfer Student Recruitment and the Link Program. In addition, Emerson began
her career in higher education in 1999 when she joined the staff of a university in Puerto Rico as
the recruitment communications officer. She later served as the vice chancellor for student affairs
and as the executive assistant to the vice president of recruitment and student affairs at the same
university. Prior to being hired at Mid-State University in 2007, Emerson was employed as the
director of recruitment and marketing at a small for-profit college within the same city as MidState University.
Emerson’s entry into the student affairs profession was happenstance, as she earned an
undergraduate and first master’s degree in communications and her first master’s degree in
marketing with plans to pursue a full-time career in marketing. However, after gaining years of
on-the-job experience in higher education, she decided to pursue formal training by earning a
second master’s degree in higher education. Emerson is currently pursuing a Ph.D. in higher
education leadership at Mid-State University, as she feels that it will provide her with the
historical and theoretical knowledge to become a better manager and administrator.
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Online Education Innovation: Mid-State University
Mid-State University (MSU) is a public 4-year post-secondary and multi-campus
institution with a “High” research activity Carnegie classification (NCES, 2020; The Carnegie
Classification, 2020). MSU’s mission statement outlines its commitment to serving a diverse
community and to promoting personal and academic development, discovery, and lifelong
learning. Its vision of excellent and accessible undergraduate and graduate education is fulfilled
through innovation in teaching, outstanding creative activities and research, public engagement,
and cultural alliance. In the Fall 2018 academic year, more than 36,000 students enrolled at
MSU, with 33% classified as fully online students (NCES, 2020).
MSU has provided students with the opportunity to engage in distance learning for more
than 50 years through modalities such as videotaped lectures and live video broadcasts. In 2010,
MSU’s president sanctioned establishment of the Online Learning Task Force (OLTF) to
develop a strategic plan for expand the university’s technical capacity to deliver quality online
courses and degrees to grow student enrollments. The Center for Online Learning (COL) was
adopted as the task force’s recommended online distance education innovation for expanding
enrollments at MSU. The strategic plan presented by the OLTF outlined the development of a
centralized unit (COL) that would be responsible for the design and implementation of online
education practices for faculty and students, which included online education training for faculty,
students, and administrative personnel, technical assistance for all stakeholders, and provision of
general registration and advising support for fully online students. A phased implementation
approach was employed to operationalize the COL, which opened in Fall 2012. As such, initial
activities focused on developing an infrastructure delivery and support system for the academic
elements (i.e., acquiring online faculty, training online faculty, identifying and approving courses
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and programs for online delivery, developing courses, etc.) necessary to deliver online distance
education for transfer students (AA degree completion students) and graduate students. MSU
does not offer fully online undergraduate degrees that commence at the freshman level. In
addition, an assistant provost, reporting directly to MSU’s Provost, was originally appointed to
oversee operation of the Center for Online Learning. However, upon the Assistant Provost for
MSU’s Center for Online Learning resignation in 2019, the role was reclassified as a director
level position.
Emerson was invited to join the COL Advisory Board in 2015 in preparation for the
second phase of implementation activities designed to operationalized student support services
tailored for fully online students. As previously mentioned, MSU’s Center for Online Learning
opened in Fall 2012 with the initial focus of serving as the primary entity responsible for
providing oversight and consistency in the delivery of online education pedagogical practices.
Consequently, a review of the initial action plan and timeline for implementing the COL
showcased such tasks as identifying a space for the COL, recruitment of instructional designers,
development of faculty training materials, development and distribution of Colleges and students
needs analysis surveys, development of faculty training institute, and development of courses.
Student services activities were limited to the development of a student services website and a
Portal to assist faculty, students, and guests with acquiring information related to online
education at MSU (i.e., ordering of textbooks, advising, financial aid, and registration).
However, activities for restructuring student services admissions, registration, financial aid,
bursar, orientation, and support services operational processes for the delivery of online
education were not outlined in the action plan and timeline.

147

By 2015, fully online student enrollments had exceeded original expectations, accounting
for nearly 20% of total enrollments at MSU. Furthermore, an internal self-assessment of student
services for online students revealed areas of deficiencies in which MSU deemed critical to the
improvement of its online education initiative. Recognizing that operating the COL was
becoming more complex, MSU made the decision to relaunch its online distance education
initiative. The following subsections provide an overview of Emerson’s experience with
implementing student services practices to aid in the operationalization of MSU’s online distance
education innovation, the Center for Online Learning, while serving as director of admissions.
QIF Phase 2: Creating a Structure for Implementation
Emerson’s experience with implementing admissions services for fully online students in
support of MSU’s Center for Online Learning did not commence with formal training or
professional development activities to acquire new skills and knowledge about online students or
implementation of support systems, such as the COL. Emerson reflected on training and
professional development experience related to online distance education as follows:
…Our Center for Online Learning does put together many seminars and webinars, but I
would say most of them are more targeting the curriculum piece, the technology piece,
but from a teaching perspective.
As stated earlier, Emerson earned a master’s in higher education leadership from MSU and is
currently pursuing a Ph.D. in higher education leadership at MSU. When asked about any
preparation that she received in supporting the fully online student population as a part of the
curricula for her master’s degree and doctoral degree, Emerson acknowledged that it was not
incorporated into the course. Nevertheless, she believes that marketing and technology are
critical competencies for enrollment management practitioners responsible for supporting the
fully online student population.
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Emerson, the admissions managers within her department, other directors within MSU’s
enrollment management division, and their management team were identified as the team that
was organized to train and mentor front-line staff responsible for providing enrollment
management services for fully online students. Existing front-line staff within the traditional oncampus admissions office were originally responsible for guiding prospective students and
applicants through the online admissions process. However, once lead volume and conversion
(submission of applications for fully online programs) increased, the Associate Vice Provost for
the Center for Online Learning allocated funding for the hiring of a dedicated recruitment and
admissions role for online programs within her budget. Although the position was funded by the
COL, the new hire physically resided within the traditional admissions office. Unfortunately, this
structure was deemed unsuccessful after nearly one year of the new hire’s appointment, resulting
in MSU outsourcing the digital marketing, lead management, recruitment, and other select
activities within the admissions process to an online program management (OPM) company.
Emerson described the experience of training and mentoring the front-line staff person originally
hired to provide admissions support to fully online students as follows:
We developed a training for that person…we helped connect that person and coordinate
training with other areas in enrollment management…gave them an office here, any
resources they needed…the person would never be ready to be on their own….
Once MSU outsourced select enrollment management services to an OPM, Emerson and her
department continued to collaborate with the COL on marketing and recruitment activities, as
well as assisted with the training and preparation of OPM staff members. Emerson offered the
following insight regarding her experience collaborating with the OPM:
…We were able to see the advertising campaigns, we had to work out the workflow for
receiving those leads into our system, providing reports to them, and helping also train
staff and give them the information that they needed to respond to any calls…
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Throughout the implementation process, Emerson, her director colleagues, and/or frontline staff funneled communication of questions, needs, and new insights through several forums
with varying foci, such as the staff’s daily news letter, all staff meetings, the admissions task
force meetings, the on-boarding team, and/or impromptu calls and emails to the associate vice
provost for the center of online learning or another COL staff member. In her reflection of the
implementation communication structures, Emerson shared the following insight as it related to
the significance of the associate vice provost’s involvement:
…I established…the Transfer Task Force and the Associate Provost for the Online Center
was part of that task force…I think we had a very good working relationship…she
[Associate Provost] understood the importance of working together and the synergy
between our areas…
Emerson did not recall being involved with the development or revision of an action plan
or timeline for implementing any phase of MSU’s Center for Online Learning. Furthermore,
although Emerson’s reflection of her experiences revealed implementation challenges, the
discussion did not suggest that those challenges were uncovered as implementation risks through
any formal pre-launch, action plan development, or risk mitigation strategy that she was directly
involved with. Rather, Emerson described her experience as a fragmented process of different
tasks, including the redesign of the admissions application, tracking of leads and applicants, the
CRM implementation, granting access to admissions reports, and development of an
implementation timeline and action plan:
…It was more as needs arise…there wasn’t a cohesion in how one thing connected to the
other…definitely the impact was there and it wasn’t positive…And that’s why
organizations like OPMs exist…a lot of the time you don’t have the time to do those
things. You’re just putting out fires that we already have in the office.
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QIF Phase 3: Ongoing Structure Once Implementation Begins
Emerson reflected on several unexpected challenges that materialized throughout her
experience, including the impact that applications for the fully online programs had on their
overall admissions funnel. At the onset of implementation activities, MSU was still relying on an
antiquated “homegrown admissions application” that did not allow for efficiency in the tracking
and processing of applications, thereby creating a backlog. Emerson shared the following
regarding their capacity to serve fully online students as it related to the application process:
…our application was a homegrown admissions application…everyday there’s a lot of
data uploads and downloads that we have to run …but it’s been challenging…we have,
like 10 different platforms and every night, it’s a nightmare of data moving from here to
there…
Weekly meetings served as forums for discussing and resolving challenges. While Emerson
acknowledged that the established communication channels created through the Transfer Task
Force and the On-boarding Committee were responsive and beneficial, challenges emerged due
to a lack of alignment between the larger institution’s philosophical position on fully online
programs and the overall objectives of the COL. Emerson offered the following reflective
insight:
…we had a very good relationship with the staff and good lines of communications…the
main challenge was that they [Center for Online Learning] were given some goals, and
maybe the philosophical side of the university was not aligned with those goals yet.
QIF Phase 4: Improving Future Applications
As it relates to improving future implementations of student services to support online
education innovations, Emerson discussed the importance of early stakeholder involvement, the
problematic nature of a siloed culture or silo thinking, as well as the need to assess the preimplementation environment and infrastructure in an effort to develop a feasible, “well thoughtout” yet “flexible” plan of action. Specifically, Emerson offered her enrollment management
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colleagues at other institutions, as well as MSU’s administrators. The following advice was
based on her experience and lessons learned from launching MSU’s online education innovation:
…we also need to have the vision and the understanding that online students…is a
different type of touch…we are failing them if we’re not able to work together to address
those specific needs and remove any barriers…
In offering specific advice to administrative leaders at MSU, Emerson discussed her
perception of the disconnection between leadership expectations, the overall goals and objectives
of a project or innovation, and the units’ capabilities. When discussing the significant
responsibility that administrative leaders have in ensuring that managers and their staff are
adequately resourced to accomplish the overall objectives of online distance education
innovations, Emerson shared the following statement:
…they [administrative leaders] need to take the time to look at the units and see if they
have the resources to make it happen…not…it’s setting them up for failure…we need to
understand that it’s a shift in culture and service…units are going to need the support
from administration in terms of their resources to make it happen.
In reflecting on how the implementation process influenced her ability to provide
effective services for fully online students, Emerson again acknowledged the positive and
constant communication between the admissions department and the Center for Online Learning.
However, she feels that due to a lack of resources needed to effectively integrate the new
responsibilities associated with partnering with the COL, her department was not able to
adequately meet the needs of fully online students. Emerson offered the following statement to
illustrate the impact that a lack of resources had on the implementation:
…We sometimes were not able to meet their [COL] immediate demands for request for a
report that they needed now...not being able to meet their needs [students], not because
we didn’t want to, but because we didn’t have the resources…was an area I wish I could
have done better…
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Emerson’s experience with implementing admissions services to support MSU’s online distance
education initiative did not include a formal opportunity to assess lessons learned and student
satisfaction with the admissions process. As such, she acknowledged that the absence of a
structured process for evaluating implementation processes, and subsequently student services,
as an important lesson learned to share with leadership and administrators. Emerson further
suggested that student satisfaction may have been negatively impacted with the following
statement:
…the impact that it had [implementation processes and subsequent services]…I inferred
that those students…were affected...that maybe their expectations… in terms of, how fast
we would get to them was not met.
Emerson contended that technological elements of operationalizing MSU’s online
distance education infrastructure would become sustainable once the new CRM is fully
implemented, as it will allow for efficiencies in the development and distribution of reports.
However, achieving sustainability at the service level will also require additional human
resources that can supplement the additional workload, as well as support fully online students
during unconventional hours of operation.
In generating new ideas for improving support services for fully online students, Emerson
again reflected on the Center for Online Learning, allocating financial resources to hire a staff
member that was physically located within her office. Although the initial hire was not
successful, the concept was a good idea that required refinement rather than rejection. However,
ultimately, Emerson argued that the ability to generation new ideas to improve services were
hindered by inadequate technology and human resources.
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CAS Quality Standards Self-Assessment Responses
Figure 3 below outlines Emerson’s assessment of the level at which CAS General
Standards were integrated throughout the implementation of enrollment management
(admissions) programs and services designed to support operations for MSU’s online education
innovation: The Center for Online Learning. Emerson assigned Mission (.7), Programs and
Services (1.5), Organization and Leadership (1.08), Human Resources (.5), Ethics (1.7) and
Assessment (.7) average rating within the Does Not Meet and Partly Meets categories, indicating
areas for needed improvement. Technology received an average rating of 2 (Meets), indicating
an area in which Emerson assessed the quality of practice to be satisfactory, or meeting the
quality standards.
Mid-State University's Average CAS Ratings

2
1.5
1
0.5
0

1.7

1.5
0.7

1.08

2
0.7

0.5

Figure 3: Mid-State University’s Average CAS Ratings
Mission is concerned with the identification of the purpose and essential characteristics of a
functional area or unit. Emerson acknowledged that MSU’s senior leadership has declared the
objective of serving fully online students as being inclusive to its institutional mission of serving
a diverse population of students. Consequently, Emerson did not recall a review of MSU’s
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mission statement to ensure that the launch processes designed to implement services for fully
online students, and the planned outcomes of those activities, were in alignment with the
mission’s core tenets, thereby rating 1.1.1 and 1.1.2 as Did Not/Does Not Meet. Emerson
provided the following reflective narrative to support her rating:
…Online Center was trying to push for that…some change like that. But the answer
that…from leadership and administration…is our students, our online students, are part
of all our students. And our mission already is inclusive of all our students…
Programs and Services assesses how the functional area is structured, as well as the
programs, services, and/or resources that the area provides. In reviewing criterion measure 2.1.1
and 2.1.2, Emerson did not associate her functional area of admissions as having a direct impact
on students’ careers, citizenship, and “academic” progression; rather, she identified MSU Career
Services and the Online Center as having direct impact on these elements of student success, as
well as faculty success. As such, Emerson offered the following reflection in support of her
ratings of Partly Met for 2.1.1 and 2.1.2 within the Programs and Services category:
…there’s some opportunities still there…more programs and more courses…Career
Services, all of that, I think that the Center [COL] did a very good job in making sure that
students were going to be having those internships opportunities, that career coaching…
The Partly Met average ratings assigned to the Organization and Leadership, and the
Ethics CAS General Standards categories, as well as the Did Not Meet/Does Not Meet average
rating for Human Resources were primarily influenced by Emerson’s reflection of structures and
processes for acquiring, training, developing and preparing human resources. For example, 3.1.3
and 3.1.4 were both rated as Did Not Meet/Does Not Meet based on the following reflection
provided by Emerson about the development and dissemination of organizational charts
demonstrating clear channels of authority:
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…if they existed, they were not communicated…that was one of the challenges…were
the accountability lives, in terms of, the enrollment of the students…it wasn’t clear and
maybe because there wasn’t a clear organizational chart for that.
The strategic planning, management and supervision, and program advancement criterion
measures of 3.2.1, 3.2.5, 3.2.6, and 3.2.7 within the Organization and Leadership category were
all rated as Partly Met. Although the admissions staff received information about the new
initiative with fully online students, the admissions was not given the directive to revise
departmental job descriptions to reflect the new responsibilities. They also were not responsible
for tracking and assessing any specific goals related to serving fully online students.
Furthermore, Emerson shared the following reflective narrative as it related to drafting the job
description for the coordinator role that the COL originally budgeted for her office:
…the one role that was created to sit in admission being funded by the Center, I think that
was a good job description that we developed together, coordinated effort…but I think,
we didn’t have enough time to assess it...So that’s why it’s Partially Met.
Similarly, criterion measures 4.1.1, 4.1.2, and 4.1.3 within the Human Resources
category were rated as Did Not Meet/Does Not Meet based on the following experiences, as
articulated by Emerson:
From the admissions perspective...none of that happened…I don’t think we got that far
along. Lack of resources, lack of time, lack of funding too…do any training...From the
Online Center, I don’t have enough information [to assess].
Finally, the Assessment category received an average rating of .7 (Did Not Meet/Does Not Meet)
because although internal reports were developed to identify fully online students, Emerson did
not recall a formal assessment initiative designed to assess effectiveness of services; therefore,
she excluded 7.1.3, 7.1.4, and 7.1.5 by assigning ratings of Does Not Apply and Insufficient
Evidence. However, the criterion measure (7.1.6) assessing the adequate fiscal, human,
professional development, and technological resources needed to develop and implement
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assessment plans associated with distance education student support services initiatives received
a rating of Did Not Meet/Does Not Meet. Emerson offered the following narrative reflection:
…we developed some internal reports to help identify those students, but we never sat to
really measure. I think that the Center, maybe did a little bit of that, but not out of
admissions…
Emerson concluded with a discussion of her thoughts about the disconnect that can arise
when enrollment management services are completely separated, or decentralized, from primary
operations for an online distance education unit, such as MSU’s Center for Online Learning.
Decentralized operational infrastructures, according to Emerson, require significant involvement
from senior leadership, as well as a well-thought-out action plan and sufficient resources to be
successful. In sharing the following reflective statement, Emerson asserted the impact to staff
when there is a misalignment between administrators’ “words” and their “actions:”
…the staff is left trying to do the best that they can…it can become a very difficult
process…a lot of institutions are not ready to understand the difference in serving online
students from inquiry to completion…it is left to the people that have the goodwill to
make it happen. But still struggle with not having the resources to meet those needs
In closing, Emerson also acknowledged what she perceived as hesitation from some faculty and
advisors to become increasingly involved with online education. She associated the hesitation to
the “philosophical beliefs” that some faculty and advising staff still hold about online education,
which may also challenge various online education innovations. As such, Emerson offered the
following comparison between academic support staff and student services staff:
...the other staff…the ones in student affairs and enrollment management tend to be more
forward thinking in that aspect…they’re thinking about the service. They’re thinking
about...changing…with the new reality of students…I could see it from some academic
advisors…that hesitation.
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Practitioner 2 Profile: Lindsey
Lindsey began her career at State University (SU) in 2009 as a staff assistant, supporting
one of the university’s transfer and transition programs between its regional State (2-year)
colleges. Over the next seven years, Lindsey received several promotions, which included office
manager for one of SU’s regional campuses and State College partners, coordinator and assistant
director for the continuing education division, and associate director for the online center.
Lindsey was employed as the associate director for the online support center throughout the
implementation of SU’s Online Support Center and when serving as an interview participant for
this study. As such, Lindsey’s entire professional career has been in higher education, primarily
serving at State University.
In her current role as associate director, Lindsey co-leads SU’s Online Support Center
with another associate director, Rachel. Lindsey primarily oversees reporting, analytics, and
operations for the online center and budgeting for SU’s special tuition programs. Rachel’s central
responsibility is staff development; however, Lindsey provides additional staff support when
needed. At the time of the interview, Lindsey did not belong to any professional associations or
hold any professional certifications.
Lindsey earned an associate in arts degree from a local State College and a bachelor’s in
legal studies and a master’s in higher education leadership from State University. Although
Lindsey intentionally pursued a career in student affairs, she never considered the online student
population as an optional area of focus. Comparable to Emerson’s experience as a student in
MSU’s graduate-level higher education leadership program, Lindsey’s graduate program in
higher education leadership at SU did not promulgate online education as a potential area of
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career focus. Lindsey stated the following regarding her experience as a student in SU’s higher
education program:
…So, I think that our curriculum focused a lot on the traditional student…we need to be
thinking a little more outside the box on what the needs are of these distance students…
Online Education Innovation: State University
State University is a public 4-year post-secondary multi-campus institution with a “Very
High” research activity Carnegie classification (NCES, 2020; The Carnegie Classification,
2020). SU is committed to serving its diverse community, international partnerships, and
technological advancement. The university endeavors to provide high-quality undergraduate and
graduate education, continuing education, student development, research, and innovation. In
addition, State University seeks to establish a major presence by promoting cultural, intellectual,
economic, and environmental advancement within its local region, and by serving as an ally in
the mitigation of critical issues impacting the national and international community. As of the
Fall 2018 academic year, there were more than 68,000 students enrolled at SU, with nearly 45%
classified as fully online students (NCES, 2020).
The opportunity to implement State University’s fully online education operational
infrastructure was awarded to the institution’s Center for Faculty Development, and its
Marketing and Communications departments, after they competed against several OPMs for the
project. Allison provided the following reflective narrative regarding the decision process
involved with adopting the proposal for SU Online and the SU Online Support Center:
…The leaders of these units got together and said let us act as an internal OPM…they put
together a whole proposal…they pitched to the provost…the provost essentially awarded
them the opportunity…to do it using internal capacity.
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Prior to 2016, State University offered select courses online. As such, the Center for
Faculty Development (CFD) served as the operational structure dedicated to faculty online
pedagogical development and online education technological support. Upon the decision to
develop a large scale fully online education delivery system, State University’s CFD and
Marketing and Communications partnered to implement State University Online (SU Online),
which now supports fully online bachelors, masters, graduate certificates, doctorates, and minors.
The entities responsible for providing online faculty development, technological, and marketing
support were already in existence; therefore, implementation of the Online Support Center was
the primary focus in developing SU Online.
State University’s Online Support Center operates as a centralized unit responsible for
providing front-line non-academic support, guidance, and coordination for fully online students
from point of inquiry to graduation. Therefore, the center’s team of more than 20 support
specialists and retention coaches help students navigate numerous aspects of the college-going
experience, such as admissions, registration and financial aid processes, as well as time
management, study strategies, and other activities needed to facilitate success as a fully online
student. The following subsections provide an overview of Lindsey’s experience with
implementing State University’s fully online education operational delivery system (SU Online)
and its student services support entity (SU Online Support Center).
QIF Phase 2: Creating a Structure for Implementation
The Request for Proposal to implement SU Online, and subsequently the Online Support
Center, was awarded to State University’s internal units in 2014, with plans to implement its first
fully online degree program as a soft launch for the Spring 2016 semester and a full support
center in Summer 2016. As the Assistant Director for Continuing Education, Lindsey was
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already providing operational and implementation support for SU’s special tuition and
continuing education programs. The first program to launch under the SU Online umbrella was
classified as a special tuition master’s degree; therefore, Lindsey’s experience and previous
success earned her a promotion and the opportunity to serve as one of the initial internal
stakeholders responsible for implementing the SU Online Support Center. Lindsey affirmed that
she did not have any experience with proving support or coaching for fully online students prior
to implementing SU Online. However, she did participate in various supervisory and leadership
professional development opportunities sponsored through State University’s human resources
department. After the soft launch for Spring 2016, Lindsey was offered training to acquire
coaching skills structured around proactive retention strategies for fully online students. State
University contracted with an OPM to provide their initial coaching training for Lindsey and her
newly hired front-line staff; however, the support center has since developed their own
customized coaching methodology for supporting fully online student matriculation and degree
completion. Lindsey described her initial training and professional development experience in
preparation for the implementation and launch of SU’s Online Support Center as follows:
…a good two years of coaching training [contracted with OPM]…and then as far as the
supervisory training, I would just try to sign up for different workshops that State
University’s HR offered, I was new to the supervisory role…so I wanted to be
prepared…
Furthermore, Lindsey’s existing knowledge of the SU operational structure was presented as a
benefit that could be leveraged to successfully implement SU Online with internal capacity.
As such, the following statement presented by Lindsey suggested that SU leadership may have
deemed additional training to prepare her [Lindsey] for implementation unwarranted:
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…They basically went in and said, we're already doing this, we have this one person,
(Lindsey), right here who's doing all of the support for all of these programs already. All
we need to do is scale up…
Lindsey and the contracted OPM severed as the initial team responsible for training and
mentoring front-line staff. Although Lindsey did not have any coaching experience or training
prior to the start of implementation activities, her supervisor at the time acted as a mentor to
guide her through the process of hiring staff. Lindsey offered the following insight into their
initial approach to developing an infrastructure to support students:
…we were just kind of figuring it out as we went, we were just doing all the research that
we could do, trying to meet with other institutions to find out what they were doing and
how they were supporting students…we were building the airplane as we were flying it.
Communication of questions, needs, and new insights that emerged from Lindsey and/or
her front-line staff throughout the implementation process were funneled through the
implementation teams assembled to support the launch of SU Online. The smaller
implementation team consisted of the SU Online leadership team and staff, while the larger team
consisted of individuals representing numerous stakeholder groups throughout State University.
Both teams met regularly to work through various components of operationalizing the initiative.
In her reflection of the implementation communication structures, Lindsey affirmed the
following:
…they [SU leadership] would come to the larger meetings when they could make it…we
asked for representation from all of these different departments…We had AVPs from
some departments, we had coordinators from some departments…
Lindsey described herself as being very involved in development of the action plan for
implementing SU Online and the SU Online Support Center; however, she did not recall a
methodical adherence to the action plan, or a timeline, throughout the implementation. Lindsey
offered the following insight regarding her experience:
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…I don't know how well we stuck to our timeline and our plans. And I remember using a
Gantt chart for pieces of it, but I don't think we really stuck to a good timeline.
Lindsey recalled having two project managers assigned to assist with implementation of SU’s
online initiatives; however, their involvement was not simultaneous. In addition, Lindsey did not
acknowledge the roles as systematic project management. She recalled this experience as
follows:
…he got us through the launch of the Support Center…once we got into SU Online
implementation, somebody from CFD kind of took over that role…it wasn't really project
management, they would basically coordinate the meetings, and make sure that we had
an agenda for each meeting, and that follow ups were scheduled…
Lindsey and her colleagues anticipated challenges with getting buy-in from departments
and academic colleges once they commenced launch activities. Therefore, they developed a
rigorous communication strategy that involved the frequent and deliberate dissemination of
information about the SU’s new online education initiative. She described the process as “over
communicating” and involving several departments to promote “transparency” into what they
were doing, as they wanted stakeholder to support the initiative. Lindsey reflected on her (and
the collective implementation team’s) experience in proactively addressing foreseeable
challenges as follows:
…where some institutions launch something like this, the institution is basically telling
everybody, this is what we're doing and you have to be a part of it…we were…just trying
to please people and not scare them…we wanted to make sure everybody was bought into
what we were doing…We did communicate a lot to our partners.
QIF Phase 3: Ongoing Structure Once Implementation Begins
Lindsey reflected on three significant unexpected challenges that materialized at the onset
of implementation activities: an early surge in lead volume, classifying and tracking students
enrolled in conflicting course delivery modalities, and number of students wanting to opt-in. As a
result of the unexpected lead volume, and subsequently matriculated students and students
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enrolling in SU Online and non-SU Online programs simultaneously, Lindsey and her colleagues
needed to quickly identify efficient solutions to mitigate the challenges. Ultimately, the team
made the decision to purchase a new CRM system to aid in the tracking of leads and applicants,
restricted the number of existing SU students who could opt into SU Online, and revised the
method for calculating tuition for SU Online students. Lindsey offered the following statement
regarding her experience:
We began with a report that we ran daily to connect with students…then moved to a new
way of calculating tuition…we were using Excel spreadsheets to track our engagements
and where they were in the funnel…we were manually going through student records and
trying to get things straightened out.
Communication of new updates, technical, training, resource, and mentorship needs
throughout implementation occurred via monthly implementation team meetings, as well as ad
hoc meetings and communications. As previously mentioned, State University’s senior
leadership collaborated with Lindsey and her colleagues to resolve various issues and concerns.
However, managers worked judiciously to provided data to support their needs and requests
whenever possible. In sharing the following statement, Lindsey acknowledged that although
senior leadership was proactive and supportive, there were some delays due to the novelty of
implementing SU’s fully online support system:
…they (senior leadership) were as responsive as they could be. So much of this was new
to us…they wanted to give things a lot of thought before, you know, rushing into making
any decisions.
QIF Phase 4: Improving Future Application
Lindsey asserted the importance of colleagues at other institutions responsible for
implementing an infrastructure to support services for fully online students setting-up a CRM
(Customer Relationship Management) system early, as well as the value of early stakeholder
involvement to assist with the identification of potential challenges. The following statements
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were offered to describe the impact of State University’s delay in identifying and mitigating
technological needs related to establishing a sustainable operational structure for SU Online and
the SU Online Support Center:
…we really struggled with keeping up with students and knowing who we had talked
to...Leadership was asking for a lot of reports and data that we just couldn't provide
them…we're still working on developing our CRM system three years later…we're not
even close to where we could be if we had started this much earlier.
Lindsey acknowledged that State University leaders endeavored to involve key stakeholder
groups in the implementation process early. However, the implementation team inevitably forgot
some groups and could have done better, as they inadvertently omitted some critical stakeholder
groups from key decisions, which led to the following challenges, as described by Lindsey:
…we launched with some special calendars within the term, and we didn't loop financial
aid…in early enough at all…there were all of these issues that came up that we just
couldn't even fathom…we're not in that world. And it's all tied to federal regulation. …
we kind of kicked ourselves in the foot.
Although State University purchased and implemented a new CRM system (Salesforce)
later than what Lindsey considered to be ideal for the project, she acknowledged the CRM as
having a significant influence on her ability to provide effective services for fully online
students. In addition, implementation (launch) processes for operationalizing SU Online and the
SU Support Center facilitated proactive outreach to colleagues across the campus. Lindsey
offered the following statement in reflecting on the experience:
We implemented a new CRM system that has allowed us to better track and identify
students for…proactive outreach…we can effectively guide students through their
journey… I think that large implementation team really helped us…we were so overly
cautious in the beginning with how we're working with our partners...
As it related to processes adopted to implement State University’s online distance
education innovations yielding sustainable services for fully online students, Lindsey
acknowledged that although they are continuing to build-out their CRM system, it has aided
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them (SU Online Support Center) in effectively tracking and identifying students for proactive
outreach and to foster relationships with other units. In addition, they were able to expand their
support team, which allows them to maintain an acceptable staff to student ratio, even as leads
and enrollments increase. Nevertheless, Lindsey asserted that there is still opportunity for
improvement, specifically as it relates to providing adequate resources and support to college
advising offices and faculty who are challenged by the increased enrollments:
…leadership is continuing to work through, making sure that the colleges are getting
what they need to handle the increase in students who are enrolling in their online classes.
I think that's still a work in progress.
Finally, Lindsey feels that new ideas for improving services for fully online students have
been generated post-implementation by maintaining their model of proactive support, outreach,
and innovation. Lindsey provided the following examples to illustrate her assertion:
…piloted info sessions and group coaching sessions…chat functions and texting…get
feedback from the team on what they're hearing from students and what they're
identifying as the students' needs are…a student survey that's going out now to anybody
who interacts with our office…we try to pay attention to those things.
CAS Quality Standards Self-Assessment Responses
Figure 4 provides an overview of Lindsey’s assessment of the level at which CAS
General Standards were integrated throughout the implementation of enrollment management
related programs and services designed to support operations for SU’s online education
innovation, SU Online and subsequently, the SU Online Support Center.
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Figure 4: State University’s Average CAS Ratings (Lindsey)
As indicated in Figure 4, Lindsey assessed Ethics with an average rating of 3
(Exceeded/Exceeds), indicating that this CAS General Standard was strongly integrated
throughout the implementation of the SU Online Support Center’s enrollment management
services system. While Organization and Leadership (1.8 Partly Met/Meet) and Assessment (1.8
Partly Met/Meet) were rated as areas of satisfactory practice overall, four specific criterion
measures within the Organization and Leadership category received a rating of 1.0 Partly Met.
One criterion measure within the Assessment category received a rating of Partly Met.
The Organization and Leadership CAS General Standard is concerned with how well
leaders and supervisors advance the work of the functional area. The foci of this standard include
documentation and dissemination of policies and procedures, the acquisition of sufficient
recourses, set-up of physical working space, professional development, and other initiatives that
are critical to success of functional areas across higher education. In reflecting on criterion
measure 3.2.3 (the sustainable design and management of the SU Online Support Center’s
physical space, the encouragement that she received to make scholarly contributions within
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student affairs and distance education, and whether the support unit clearly understood and
integrated the appropriate technologies needed to support students at the onset of
implementation), Lindsey assigned a rating of 1.0 Partly Met. Lindsey specifically addressed the
unexpected challenge of having to secure a larger physical space for staff because of the
increased lead volume. Lindsey asserted the following regarding what she estimated as a
challenging six-month process:
…we tried our best to convey to them [prospective front-line staff during interview
process] that we didn’t have a space and we're working on it…we had some morale
issues in the beginning…productivity was pretty low…we're still kind of suffering from
that…we have tried to do little things to try to improve morale.
Although Lindsey felt that her front-line staff received, and continue to receive, adequate
training and encouragement to engage in various training and professional development
activities, she acknowledged the following regarding the encouragement that she received to
make scholarly contributions:
…higher level leadership were exposed to a lot of that and did a lot of that…it would, for
me personally, maybe given me a little bit more sense of ownership over what I'm doing.
And feel a little bit more connected. Sometimes…being in this position, you can kind of
feel like you're just the newer person to get this stuff done…
Lindsey asserted that an invitation to participate in conferences and to make scholarly
contributions related to her work on the implementation team would have given her a stronger
sense of ownership, professional recognition, and networking opportunities within the field of
online education.
As previously mentioned, State University invested in a new CRM several months after
the start of implementation activities. The customized build-out and effective operationalization
of SU’s new CRM has required additional time, human resources, and technical expertise.
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Lindsey provided the following insight as to how the delayed buildout of the CRM system has
impacting the support center’s assessment and reporting capabilities:
…the reporting is not developed very well at this point…we can get a little bit but not
much…we recently had a dashboard created to show us enrollment history and trends for
SU Online students…we just haven't invested the resources, the staffing resources that
we should have to develop it for programming.
Practitioner 3 Profile: Allison
At the time of the interview for this study, and throughout the implementation of SU’s
Online, Allison was employed as the Executive Director of SU Online Support Center. As such,
she oversees the day-to-day operation of the center, which includes serving as the direct
supervisor for two associate directors, Lindsey and Rachel. In addition to her executive director
of SU Online Support Center role, Allison was also serving as the director of strategic initiatives
and the director of the undergraduate applied sciences major at the time of the interview for this
study. Duties for overseeing the support center were combined with Allison’s responsibilities as
director of strategic initiatives and director of undergraduate applied sciences major in 2016.
Other positions that Allison held at SU included director of internships for health management
and informatics and undergraduate and graduate instructor. Allison earned her undergraduate
degree in political science, graduate degree in criminal justice, and doctorate in public affairs
from State University. In addition, Allison has professional certifications in the criminal justice
field. Allison described her professional entry into student affairs as happenstance:
So, I don't know if I am like, or different than any of your other participant but I really
stumbled into this. It wasn't something that I had a career trajectory, or aspiration
towards.
Although Allison does not have a formal degree in a student affairs related discipline, she is
involved with higher education professional associations such as NACADA and NASPA.
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QIF Phase 2: Creating a Structure for Implementation
Comparable to Emerson, Allison engaged in a lot of self-training and education through
LinkedIn Learning and conducted her own independent research to prepare for the
implementation of SU Online. Allison also participated in the OPM contracted coaching training
sessions with Lindsey and the center’s front-line staff. In addition, Allison received sponsorship
from SU’s vice provost to attend the University of Michigan’s Business Processes Lean Office
and Service on-site four-day training. Allison offered the following insight about the training and
professional development experiences that she engaged in in preparation to implement State
University’s online distance education initiative:
…one of the things that I find that really benefits me…because we are so heavy in
business solutions and workflows and processes, was process mapping…I do a
lot…LinkedIn Learning…
Allison affirmed the contracted OPM’s role as a support entity responsible for training
and mentoring front-line staff. In addition, Allison provided the following insight into Rachel’s
role in serving as the primary day-to-day associate director responsible for staff oversight,
mentoring, and training (responsibilities are shared with Lindsey):
…our Support Specialist had some initial training around OPM…some of those coaching
pieces…we've got an associate director of coaching in the SU Online Support Center that
actually works intently with them…trains them, and coaches them in an ongoing way...
it's not a one and done type of a training.
As previously discussed, two units internal to State University competed with several
OPM vendors to win the RFP for implementation of SU Online. The RFP approval engendered
an internal commitment to success, which influenced the formation of a comprehensive
consulting committee that ultimately served as the group to help resolve questions, assess needs,
and process new insights that emerged throughout the launch process. Allison gave the following
insight into her experience with the Systems and Processes Committee:
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…over 43 different units from around campus. I'm very proud of this group…
undergraduate admission, graduate admission, student accounts, financial aid, athletics,
the student health was with us, housing was with us…different support units…
As illustrated through Allison’s reflective feedback, the collaborative partnership-oriented
committee of stakeholder groups from across the college was significant in SU’s ability to
successfully mitigate challenges, notwithstanding not having completed an operational
infrastructure assessment, and the team’s lack of experience in implementing a fully online
delivery system. In responding to Question 8, Allison spoke specifically about the positive
influence that their collaborative partnership approach with internal stakeholder groups had on
mitigating challenges related to implementing seven-week terms for some of the programs. SU
had no experience with running seven-week terms; therefore, they needed to consider the impact
on various processes such as registration and faculty evaluations.
…even stuff that we would never have thought of, happened, and conversations
happened, around this system and processes review committee…a lot of us went into this
with some naivete about, we can use the existing pieces of this…we didn't have any
formal consultation…
Comparable to Lindsey, Allison also reflected on being highly involved in developing the
implementation action plan. In addition, Allison spoke to the collaborative approach that was
taken in outlining a plan of action:
Highly involved…I would say it's not just me. But we had a lot of people that were
highly involved and highly invested. So, it took a lot to build the tracks, to build the train,
and then to move the train, right
Nevertheless, an implementation timeline was not available for review upon request. Allison
acknowledged that a timeline of action items was not created.
Allison affirmed that aside from anticipating resistance from some of the academic
programs as a result of faculty and academic leaders not fully understanding the objectives of SU
Online, they did not anticipant many challenges prior to the start of launch activities because
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there was an assumption that they would be able to reply heavily on the existing infrastructure.
Ultimately, as implementation activities unfolded, operational infrastructure challenges emerged.
Allison described the experience of identifying and mitigating what she referred to as soft
(relationship development with academic units) and hard challenges (coding/identification of
fully online students, student accounts set-up, development of CRM and other technical pieces,
software, phones, etc.) as follows:
…the softer pieces came when we stood up the harder pieces…it took us doing a deep
dive into the harder side of SU Online…it comes back to the old cliché, we really didn't
know what we didn't know…It quickly became apparent that the harder elements were
what needed to be put in place before we could really get this thing launched and rolling.
QIF Phase 3: Ongoing Structure Once Implementation Begins
In further reflecting on unexpected challenges that emerged once implementation
activities started; Allison shared that SU Online’s rapid enrollment growth also presented some
challenges that required immediate mitigation as it related to the acquisition of additional staff
and workspace. State University had a 5-year projection of 3,500 students; however, within three
years of operationalizing SU Online, enrollments projections had nearly doubled. Allison and
Lindsey started with 15 coaches and quickly needed to hire an additional 15 and to procure
additional office space. As such, SU Online is now challenged with managing unexpected
growth, while also working to grow with quality. Allison shared the following to explain how
SU Online is currently working to grow with quality by identifying and assessing various metrics
of success:
…We've got a nice control group of students who are being coached. How does that
differ for students that aren't being coached…we're now able to really get…data sets
around the metrics and the student success pieces…that's now a new challenge for
us…how do we measure this…to show the value of what it is that we're doing…we all
know that we're making an impact. How can we show that and illustrate that to others?
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Once implementation activities commenced, technical support, resource, training gaps,
and other needs were mostly communicated through the Systems and Processes Committee,
which Allison referenced prior. However, Allison also described a collaborative relationship
with the directors within SU Online marketing and communications and CFD, which provided an
informal communication forum between peers. In addition, Allison addressed the importance of
SU Online’s partnership with the academic programs, as the staff’s routine meetings with
academic departments continues to inform them of program updates. Finally, Allison spoke to
the benefit of hosting ad hoc meetings with various stakeholder groups as need emerged. Allison
reflected on the experience of facilitating and sustaining effective communication channels
throughout the launch with the following insight:
…We all work cohesively together, but we're all kind of saying the same thing, in the
same way with the different audiences…we…early on, had a couple of update meetings
for the entire campus…We had three of those…one for graduate programs as well…
QIF Phase 4: Improving Future Application
To help student affairs colleagues at other institutions charged with implementing and
operating enrollment management related services for fully online students Allison affirmed the
importance of being able to identify fully online students, as this is something that SU Online
initially struggled with. Tracking and identifying fully online students were especially important
to State University because they offer fee waivers for some campus-based fees, and because they
needed to restrict students’ enrollment to the fully online modality. Allison offered the following
insight into her experience as it related to Question 14:
…what they [Institutional Data Management] had to do was go semester by semester….if
all of my courses were online for that term, I was an online student…If, in the summer, I
took a mixed mode course…that counts me out as an online student. So, we never had
data around who are our true online learners.
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SU’s IDM unit developed a process for tracking fully online students using a newly established
ZX code. The ZX code provided a means for student accounts to distinguish the fully online
population for billing purposes, and for the registrar to restrict enrollments to specific courses.
Therefore, as supported by Allison in the following statement, identifying the fully online
students was a critical step to build effective services:
…think about how you identify your online learners. So…you can help move them
forward in terms of enrollment management…you can then help best guide them into the
courses that they need. You can work with them differently than you would a campusbased student.
Allison also advised administrative leaders at SU about the importance of continuing to
have who she identified as the thinkers, doers, and receivers at the table throughout the entire
implementation process. Key administrators (the thinkers) are often responsible for driving
innovation strategy and decisions, the doers are driving implementation activities, and the
receivers are the front-line staff who “put the thing into motion,” they interact with the
innovation almost daily. Allison offered the following reflection to give administrative leaders at
SU insight into her experience implementing State University’s online distance education
innovation:
…you must have them [administrators] at the table…get their buy in. But there's more
folks that need to also be at the table…if you've got an administrative team that
understands that, they're the top echelon… if you've got a leader that says this is a great
idea, but they don't have investment, or buy in from those down the line…it's going to be
much harder to move that innovation.
In addition, Allison further reflected on the importance of senior-level administrators being
actively involved champions throughout the entire innovation adoption and implementation
processes to acquire and maintain buy-in from internal or external partners:
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… they [administrative leaders] must have enthusiasm around it. It's not enough just to
say I'm cutting you the money…where most initiatives go awry is…they don't have a
champion at the top…if they're not invested in it, from a personal standpoint, it's a lot
harder to continue to move that initiative forward.
The cadence in which a wide array of internal stakeholder groups worked to bring the
concepts of SU Online and the SU Online Support Center to reality was reflected upon as
influencing Allison’s ability to provide effective and sustainable services to fully online students.
Allison described the launch processes as being “a little bit diffused,” as there were a lot of
people responsible for various tasks, based on their role within the university. Stakeholder
groups operated “within their lanes” and then the larger group convened to carry out the larger
vision. Implementation required an array of unique processes and procedures; however,
according to the following statement from Allison, SU Online’s leadership trusted and valued
each stakeholder group’s ability to accomplish what needed to be accomplished within their area:
…we were effective because the people we had in the team knew their operations, knew
what they needed to do…bringing them all together to make it work is really the secret
sauce. Sustainability, built from that…if things needed to be tweaked for sustainability,
everybody was involved in the conversation in the beginning.
In addition, Allison shared that although some programs were willing to engage with
them when SU Online initially launched, others were hesitant because they did not understand
the full scope and focus of the initiative. Therefore, the SU Online team had to work towards
“small wins” to prove themselves. For example, when an academic department that initially
opted out of SU Online approached Allison about the challenges that they were experiencing
with lead to enrollment conversions the SU Online team saw it as an opportunity to showcase
services. Allison provided the following statement to illustrated how they created a “small win”:
…our coaches started working that cold-lead list…we started giving them some data
around…all of these contacts, here's your increased applicant pool, here's your increased
enrollment pool, they started to see the value…so they joined SU Online.
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Finally, Allison asserted the value in leveraging student survey data to guide effective change
and improvement. SU Online is continuously examining trends in proactive coaching and
distance education. Two weeks prior to Allison’s interview, a survey was distributed
to all ZX coded students to assess their awareness of the scope of resources available to them as
fully online students. As illustrated by Allison with the following statement, gathering first-hand
data from students helps SU Online identify where their deficits are:
…the survey is telling me…I've got about a 60/40 understanding about what success
coaching is; 60% of our students say, Yep…I've reached out to them, 40%....said no I
have no idea I have a coach…that tells me I need to do a better job of communicating to
our students what that coach is…it's the same with all of our other resources as well.
CAS Quality Standards Self-Assessment Responses
Figure 5 provides an overview of Allison’s assessment of the level at which CAS General
Standards were integrated throughout the implementation of enrollment management related
programs and services designed to support operations for SU’s online education innovation, SU
Online and subsequently, the SU Online Support Center.
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Figure 5: State University’s Average CAS Ratings (Allison)
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Allison assigned Programs and Services an average rating of 3 (Exceeded/Exceeds) and
Organization and Leadership, Human Resources, and Ethics an average rating of 2 (Met/Meets);
however, Mission (1.7), Technology (1.5), and Assessment (1.7) each received average ratings
within the Partly Met/Partly Meets range, thereby indicating areas of needed improvement. As
previously mentioned, Mission is concerned with the identification of the purpose and essential
characteristics of a functional area or unit. Allison acknowledged that, in implementing SU
Online, the focus was on meeting the mission and vision of the university rather than
development of unit specific mission statements:
…we're meeting the mission and vision of the university…it’s a combined mission…but
is not stated anywhere…we don't want to claim that we're different from SU, SU Online
is SU. So…we haven't developed our own mission, or vision statement…It's another
modality for students…
As Allison previously asserted, SU Online and the SU Support Center developed collaborative
relationships with various internal stakeholder groups throughout implementation activities,
which aided them in establishing programs and services that facilitate successful outcomes for
fully online students, thereby resulting in a rating of Exceeded/Exceeds (3) for Programs and
Services:
The way that we work in partnership is really trying to meet all of these particular, you
know, programs and services, in in terms of what we call SU Online… [Example] So, the
advisors in the academic unit provide the advising [academic] to SU Online students that
they do for every online.
Criterion measures related to the documentation and dissemination of operational goals
and outcomes and policies and procedures were rated as Exceeded/Exceeds. However, Allison
acknowledged that organizational charts demonstrating clear channels of authority were not
distributed, yet it is an opportunity for improvement. As such, Allison rated 3.1.3 and 3.1.4 as
Did Not/Does Not Meet and offered the following supporting statement:
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…we have somewhere in a document somewhere, or posted on our wall, what the
organizational flow looks like for SU Online…then…is given to all of the channels…that
did not happen…maybe it's because we grew so quickly, and organically that it didn't
happen…we never set any formal organizational structures…
In addition, Allison acknowledged that improvement was warranted in the area of
encouraging and supporting personnel to make scholarly contributions within student affairs and
distance education, rating 3.2.6 as Partially Met/Partly Meets:
…I want to focus on in 2020 is to get our, our group to do more…. I have space for a
team of 30, and I've never been in a team of 30. I continue to hire…try to build capacity
in our team…once we're at full capacity, then I can re-focus on some of the professional
development stuff.
Finally, the Technology and Assessment categories received average ratings within the Partially
Met/Partly Meets range because Allison acknowledged that there are some growth opportunities
related to how they provide services to fully online students. For example, she asserted that fully
online students do not have full access to health services when compared to campus-based
students. As such, in the following statement Allison stressed her desire to leverage surveys to
gain greeter insight into student satisfaction with surveys, and overall service needs:
[6.1.2 - Technology] …that whole survey that I sent out about how students touch the
other services here, and if those other services are truly available to our distance learning
students, if they're not, why aren't they? If they are, can they be improved…I continue to
think around how we continue to develop accessibility features [access all services]
Although Allison feels that anecdotally students are telling them that coaching has made an
impact on them, there is still work that needs to be done related to assessment. She wants data to
inform her and the team of the level of impact that coaching and other services are having on
fully online students’ overall educational experience. Allision shared the following rational for
assigning select criteria measures within the Assessment category as Partially Met/Partly Meets,
as there are many success metrics that she wants to “figure out”:
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[7.1.1 – Assessment] … How is coaching effective? How are we impacting the life of the
student…to really show the impact of what it is that we're doing… making sure that as
much as I can translate from a traditional experience…those services, homecoming
events…those engagement pieces.
Practitioner 4 Profile: Robin
Robin was hired at Northern State University in 2014 to serve as the Assistant Director,
NSU Online Enrollment Services and promoted to Director, NSU Online Enrollment in 2015. As
the Assistant Director, NSU Online Enrollment Services, Robin was responsible for overseeing
the Online OneStop Support Center, which handles all backend admissions and readmissions
operational activities. In addition, the Online OneStop Support Center staff provides financial
aid, bursar, and registration support for fully online undergraduate students front-line support
post matriculation. As Director for NSU Online Enrollment Services, Robin is now responsible
for providing administrative oversight for the Online OneStop Support Center, as well as the
Recruitment and Outreach Center. The Recruitment and Outreach Center launched in 2016 after
NSU ended its contract with Nexus [pseudonym applied to identify OPM], the OPM that was
originally selected to provide marketing, recruitment, and admission support for prospective
fully online undergraduate students.
Unlike the operational structures implemented to provide enrollment management
support services for fully online students at Mid-State University and State University, Northern
State University’s entire operational structure is overseen by a single director that reports directly
to NSU’s Vice President of Enrollment Services. Robin oversees operation of the Recruitment
and Outreach Center and the OneStop Support Center, two separate units comprised of 20
support staff. Robin provided the following insight into NSU Online’s organizational structure:
…these two centers, while they say NSU Online…both centers report up and are truly
Enrollment Management units. So, we report to the Vice President of Enrollment
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Management, the thought process here is…its enrollment management work, except
we're doing it for a certain population...I think that was a very wise decision.
Prior to being hired at Northern University, Robin was employed with an Online Program
Management Company for four years. While employed with the OPM (Oasis), Robin served in
various recruitment and admissions roles, including online program manager for undergraduate
and graduate online programs, and associate director of admissions. Robin shared the following
regarding her experience with the OPM:
…the interesting pieces of working in OPM world is that while I worked for one
company, I did have the opportunity to support several different brands…I was able to
see how recruitment and marketing changed based on size of the school offerings and
unique value proposition for each brand…managing a team of frontline recruiters and
working with senior leadership…I had a lot more exposure to the partner side of things…
In addition to her experience with Oasis, Robin also obtained experience in digital
marketing, as well as post-secondary teaching. Robin earned an undergraduate degree in
communication studies and psychology (dual major), and a graduate degree in interpersonal
communication. Although Robin does not have a formal degree in a higher education related
discipline, she is actively involved with ACRO (American Association of Collegiate Registrar’s
and Admissions Officers), attending multiple conferences throughout the year. In addition, Robin
earned ACRO’s professional certificate in Essentials of Strategic Enrollment Management.
Online Education Innovation: Northern State University
Northern State University (NSU) is a public 4-year post-secondary institution with a
“Very High” research activity Carnegie classification (NCES, 2020; The Carnegie Classification,
2020). NSU’s has declared itself as a comprehensive learning university with a mission to
develop students to serve as leaders and influencers of economic, cultural, and societal
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advancement. Northern State University is committed to leading, serving, and improving quality
of life in its local community, region, the nation, and world through the advancement of
teaching, research and scholarship, and service. As of the Fall 2018 academic year, more than
52,000 students enrolled at NSU with 25% classified as fully online students (NCES, 2020).
Northern State University Online is a state funded online distance education innovation
initiative sanctioned by the Board of Governors in 2013. NSU and Nexus [pseudonym applied to
identify OPM] were allotted 6 months to design and implement an infrastructure to operate
marketing, recruitment, admissions, and enrollment management retention support services for
fully online undergraduate students. Nexus was originally contracted for 10 years to provide
marketing and recruitment services for NSU Online, while NSU retained primary responsibilities
for all post-matriculation enrollment management support services through the new Online
OneStop Support Center. However, after 2 years, the university made the decision to end their
NSU Online partnership with Nexus. In the following statement Robin shared how her previous
OPM experience led to her being promoted to director and given the responsibility for
implementing the Recruitment and Outreach Center, an entity of NSU Online.
...either going to need to hire another company to do this, or based on your experience
and background, would you launch a recruitment outreach center? So…I really do have
experience launching two different centers, exclusively for online students…
Comparable to Mid-State University Online and State University Online, Northern State
University Online is a partnership between multiple internal campus units. For example, NSU’s
Teaching and Innovation department oversees marketing, course development, online faculty
development, and student engagement operational responsibilities for NSU Online. Therefore,
NSU Online functions as a decentralized online distance education innovation with centralized
support units. NSU’s Online enrollment management services operational structure includes the
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Recruitment and Outreach Center and the Online OneStop Support Center. The following
subsections provide an overview of Robin’s experience implementing Northern State
University’s Recruitment and Outreach Center and the Online OneStop Support Center.
QIF Phase 2: Creating a Structure for Implementation
The inaugural class for NSU Online commenced in January 2014; therefore, students
were enrolled when Robin started at NSU in March 2014. However, student services for fully
online students was being managed by the requisite on-campus offices. As previously mentioned,
NSU was only given 6 months to start classes after being awarded the project by the Board of
Governors. Upon being hired Robin was responsible for executing most of the activities needed
to develop a sustainable operational infrastructure for NSU Online enrollment management
support services. Robin provided the following reflection about her training and professional
development to implement the Recruitment and Outreach Center and the Online OneStop
Support Center:
…we didn't have a physical space; we were hiring staff…the five years that I had worked
at Oasis that was really…my foundational experience and so what allowed me… there
really wasn't that window to seek out specific opportunities.
Robin accredited training and mentorship of the front-line support staff for the
Recruitment and Outreach Center and the OneStop Support Center to NSU’s traditional home
offices’ associate directors, assistant directors, managers, and the NSU executive leadership
team. The same individuals responsible for managing staff that support on-campus students
provided the initial training for Robin’s staff, which consisted of policy and operational
knowledge. Once Robin and her team understood Northern State University’s current operational
policies, they were better positioned to evaluate needed changes to effectively support fully
online undergraduate students. In addition, they partnered with the academic units to understand
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admission criteria specific to each program, the career pathways associated with each degree,
catalog policies, and other entail specific to each major. The following narrative was offered as a
reflection on Robin’s experience coordinating training and mentoring for her front-line staff
responsible for providing enrollment management support to fully online students:
…we partnered with the colleges, the staff…whether it was a department chair or an
academic advisor...we had to kind of think about what were those pre-enrollment
steps…those are all of the relationships…those are all active partners that we are in
regular communication with...
Questions, needs, and insights that emerged from Robin and/or her staff throughout the
launch process were communicated primarily through regularly scheduled meetings and
informal channel, which included stakeholders from across the campus (i.e., academic advisors,
directors, vice presidents, provosts, etc.). Robin reflected on the experience as follows:
...not only with the staff that was involved in working with the frontline students…also
with the administrators…there would be policy considerations that we would need to
look at…does it make sense to continue doing it this way for our fully online undergrad
students…
Robin acknowledged having very little involvement with developing and updating a
launch timeline. However, regarding the action plan for the One Stop center, she was able to
facilitate assessment of the current infrastructure to determine needs. As such, she drafted a
proposal which outlined a 30, 60, and 90 days plan of action; however, she still had little
involvement in the decision as to when initial activities would start or launch. Robin provided the
following insight in response to inquiry about her level of involvement in developing and
updating the launch timeline or action plan:
…it was really putting together all the pieces I had known professionally into one
document, and that proposal was really the basis for…how we were going to do
things…it was a challenge to launch things quickly, but that's also what was kind of the
fuel…we got it done, with a lot of help and support.
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Finally, as it related to the proactive identification and mitigation of challenges to
facilitate a structure for implementation prior to the start of launch activities, Robin shared her
experience with conducting a needs assessment to assess what was currently in place at the
institutional level, as well as within enrollment management. The most significant challenge that
Robin identified was that the enrollment management home offices were working across four
separate systems, and they were all tracking and documenting student interactions differently.
The existing working practices would result in inefficiencies if implemented within Robin’s
department, as her staff would be assisting students with multiple enrollment management
services simultaneously. In addition, Robin foresaw challenges related to hours of operation and
fully online students’ service needs, as well as operational policy challenges. Robin shared the
following statement to expound on the challenge of implementing a new system and processes to
track their engagements with fully online students:
…if we're going to do centralized student services, I need a centralized communication
management tool… once we got that approved…there became a challenge of who from
NSU IT is supporting this project…you still need an architect to set up that backend…
In addition, Robin anticipated needing to revise various policies that were originally established
to mitigate challenges related to on-campus space limitations.
QIF Phase 3: Ongoing Structure Once Implementation Begins
Robin only recalled one significant challenge as being marginally unforeseeable prior to
the launch activities; however, she acknowledged that the inability to recall more unexpected
challenges may be due to the timespan from end of launch activities to the interview.
Nevertheless, Robin shared that they underestimated the number of calls that One Stop would
receive because on-campus students were initially unable to discern the functional difference
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between their office and the traditional on-campus offices. Robin provided the following
statement to give insight into the impact of the unforeseen challenge:
…they were grad students, or they were students that were admitted to campus and they
were just taking one online class at NSU…the prevalence and the frequency, which it
happened was way higher than we thought…we're in a much different place now…when
you call, you get a phone tree item…
Finally, once implementation commenced, technical support, acquisition of new
resources, additional training needs, and mentorship needs were communicated through formal
and information forums between internal stakeholders. Formal channels included submission of
proposals containing documented needs, objectives, and intended outcomes. In addition, Robin
leveraged internal stakeholder relationships when warranted. Nevertheless, Robin did experience
challenges in securing appropriate technical support throughout the implementation process. She
acknowledged that IT support was, perhaps, the area that “we lacked the most support”. In
addition, Robin asserted that she probably could have been more proactive in identifying and
securing appropriate IT support. As such, Robin offered the following advice for institutions that
endeavor to implement support services for fully online students:
…knowing who in your institution, like IT department will be assigned as a project
manager to what you need…I really do recognize that for the entire institution, and this
very…small part of the pie. However, for you to be able to make it a larger piece of the
pie, you need the resources to get there…
In addition, Robin acknowledged the support and mentorship that she received from NSU’s
senior-level administrators and colleagues at peer institutions:
… a lot of peer institutions…who had already launched One Stops, that's who I was
really calling…that's one of the things I love about higher ed is that it is very much a
collaborative community. So, peer institutions…mostly served as my mentors through the
launch process…my boss was that kind of shepherd of me…
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QIF Phase 4: Improving Future Application
To improve future applications, or operationalization of online distance education
innovations, such as infrastructures for delivering enrollment management services to fully
online students, Robin advised colleagues at other institutions to gain a clear understanding of
their mission. She asserted the importance of knowing the primary objectives of the innovation,
as this will help determine what the unit needs to accomplish. For example, NSU’s central
mission is to expand access; therefore, the work of Robin’s team “has to be about expanding
access and increasing enrollment.” Once institutions have the “why,” Robin recommended they
work to determine “what” they need to design for a fully online student population, as they must
understand that they are working with a different student population. Furthermore, Robin
cautioned against simply thinking of the implementation as a replication or “copy paste” of
existing on-campus services and systems. Robin shared the following insight regarding the
importance of acknowledging fully online students as a unique student population with different
needs:
…you need to first understand who your students are…who you serve is going to directly
dictate what models of service you set-up. How we do admissions and recruitment for
online is drastically different…even if you're rushed…take the time to understand what
your university is currently doing.
Robin also asserted the importance of assessing student needs, as well as what institutions should
understand before making the decision to outsource to a third-party entity. Gathering student
feedback through staff conversations and surveys was highlighted as an essential component to
delivering quality services, as the data aids in the identification of successes and areas of
opportunity. As it related to outsourcing various operational functions, Robin cautioned other
higher education institutions to remember that no one “knows your brand or protects your brand
like you.” Ultimately, institutions must anticipate and embrace rapid and inevitable change, as
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the online distance education market is an area within higher education that is constantly
changing.
…our students are a Google search away from going to a different institution…it is
highly competitive, it is a market that changes quite quickly…you have to be comfortable
with change constant…This is one pocket where you see fast, abrupt, quick change…it's
kind of countercultural to what higher ed does.
NSU’s organizational structure, specifically the online enrollment management structure,
was identified as a significant leadership decision that positively impacted Robin’s experience
while implementing the Recruitment and Outreach Center and One Stop Center. Robin expressed
an appreciation for the opportunities that she has to work directly with on-campus enrollment
management colleagues. Although many institutions have designed fully centralized structures
that position every function involved with operating a fully online system within the same unit
and physical space, Robin thinks that the expertise and synergies gained when organized under
the same division can be lost. As such, Robin shared the following insight as to why she feels
that organizational structure matters when establishing student services systems for fully online
students:
…I think the reason why the two units here, and the enrollment growth
consistently…we've been able to grow the program at this rate is because we did put
(online) enrollment management functional units in enrollment management. I'm able to
work with my colleagues that do the same type of work.
Finally, Robin cautioned senior-level administrators about making any hardline enrollment
projects too soon, and to develop an early strategy for IPEDS reporting:
…be cautious with making any enrollment projections…you don't know who you're
going to be attracting…think about how your launch is going to be impacting your
IPEDS reporting…Are you going to have one IPEDS number for both online and
campus? Or are you going to create a second one?
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In reflecting on how the launch processes involved with operationalizing NSU’s
Recruitment and Outreach Center and the Online One Stop Support Center influenced her ability
to provide effective services for fully online students, Robin revealed that the experience was
“super-fast.” Therefore, they initially worked quickly to convert elements of immediate need and
concern to what would work for online students. However, Robin believes that if more time was
allocated, they would have been able to create more effective services in the beginning. For
example, there was a lack of electronic forms at the onset of launch activities; however, due to
the truncated timeline, they were not able to immediately redesign all the forms. Therefore,
Robin offered the following insight related to the impact that sufficient time could have on
implementation outcomes:
…we did a great job for the time that we had. But my…advice for...whether it's a
legislative board, or administrators is…the more time you can have to actually have
people dedicated to before you have to press the go button, I think the more effective
right out of the gate.
However, NSU’s initial focus on scalability is what Robin believes engendered a sustainable
operational infrastructure, as they worked to create sustain processes and systems at the onset of
implementation activities. For example, they created one toll-free number and one primary email
domain. Although they have improved upon internal staffing efficiencies, the “students probably
haven’t seen a big difference.”
…we built this from the beginning with a scalability mindset…It's almost like you don't
even know what that advice is because it's so inherent in what we did…I think that's what
allowed it to be sustainable over time …we planned on scale from the beginning.
Robin reflected on how she and her team have worked to improve services for fully
online students by listening to student feedback and peer feedback. For example, Robin
spearheaded the implementation of an optional fee package after data revealed that admitted
applicants were opting not to attend NSU because, as fully online undergraduate students, they
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were not eligible to participate in various campus-based activities or access various amenities.
Fully online students who were living within the same city, or within a 100-mile radius, of NSU
wanted access to student tickets for football games, access to the campus wellness center, and
access to other social events. Therefore, as Robin described in the following statement, they
designed an a la carte fee option that allows students to pay a fee rate based on the amenities that
they desire access to:
…we were just missing a share of the market…so we gave them the option to go to the
Wellness Center or to take buses on campus or to get student ticket football pricing …
that change completely the type of conversation we could have with prospective students
and what they were looking for.
Robin further advised other institutions to establish a student advisory board at the onset of
implementation activities because students help to shape the institution’s brand. Finally, Robin
again asserted the importance of student feedback through survey data, as well as the benefit of
gathering feedback from their academic advising partners. Surveying admitted and matriculated
students provided data related to why students choose NSU, whereas surveying those who did
not matriculate help to inform NSU why accepted applicants opted not to enroll. Robin shared
the following reflection to help illustrate her experience:
…we are constantly looking at where our students are coming from, how many credits
are they taking…How long does it take them to complete their file…conferences and
peer visits…the relationships that we have with academic advisors…those advisors are
able to really develop a relationship with students…and are able to provide us rich,
qualitative data…
CAS Quality Standards Self-Assessment Responses
Figure 6 provides an overview of Robin’s assessment of the level at which CAS General
Standards were integrated throughout the implementation of enrollment management related
programs and services designed to support operations for NSU’s online education
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innovations, the NSU Online Recruitment and Outreach Center and the NSU Online One Stop
Support Center.
Northern State University's
Average CAS Ratings
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Figure 6: Northern State University’s Average CAS Ratings
Mission (4), Organization and Leadership (2.6), Human Resources (3.5), Ethics (3), Technology
(4), and Assessment (2.2) received average ratings within the Meets, Exceed, or Exemplary
ranges, indicating areas in which the quality of practice is strong or satisfactory. However, the
Programs and Services category received an average rating of 1.5 (Partly Met/Partly Meets),
indicating an area of needed improvements. Criterion measures 2.1.1 and 2.1.2 within the
Programs and Services CAS General Standards category received ratings of Met/Meets.
However, criterion measures 2.1.3 and 2.1.4 were rated as Did Not/Does Not Meet and Partly
Met/Meets, respectively. Robin provided the following reflective narrative in support of her
ratings associated with the Programs and Services category:
…I think NSU Online, has Met or Exceeded to meet the…goal of preparing online
students for careers citizenship in lives, however…the question specifically asked my
functional unit…I think the university is meeting that goal, just not specifically through
an enrollment management function…
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In addition, Robin provided the following insight related to fully online students’ ineligibility for
some scholarship programs that require on-campus participation. For example, some
scholarships that are available to low income on-campus students through the financial aid
department are not available to fully online students. As such, “all programs and services” are
not available to fully online students, per Robin’s assessment of Category 2. In addition, fully
online undergraduate students are not permitted to enroll as non-degree seeking, which resulted
in Robin sharing the following regarding her ratings for Category 2:
… So that's why I said that we Don't Meet it because not everything. There are some
things intentionally designed not to be for an online student because of the program
requirements or their eligibility for it.
Although Robin gave the Organization and Leadership general standard category an
average rating of 2.6 and Ethics an average rating of 3, she did assign criterion measures within
each of the respective categories a rating of Partly Meets, indicating areas of needed
improvement. Criterion measures 3.2.6 and 3.2.7 within Organization and Leadership and 5.1.3
within Ethics were rated as Partly Meet. Robin acknowledged that although she has always been
supported and encouraged to make scholarly contributions and engage in professional
development activities, the speed of implementation activities did not afford adequate time for
such pursuits. As it related to her evaluation of having appropriate technologies in place, Robin
again referenced the CRM and the fact that it was not set up for efficiency at the onset of
activities in the following statement:
…when appropriate technology is clearly understood...This is where I say Partially
Met…we did have a CRM that was implemented…was it utilized in the most effective
way from the very beginning? No, probably not…we didn't have a CRM administrator,
helping me set the thing up.
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At the conclusion of her interview Robin felt that it was important to stress the benefits of
conducting small pilots to “move the needle without completely going off railing”. As such,
Robin shared the following statement to aid practitioners:
….the culture in which this unit sits in, what has allowed it to be successful…I had been
given a little bit of a rope to play with…some resources to try things out [small
pilots]…it's a very competitive market…unless you're planning on doing it right. I
wouldn't rush into it unless you have a plan.
Website and Document Analysis
Semi-structured interviews served as the primary data source for this study. Institutional
websites, innovation implementation project agendas, timelines, and enrollment reports were
incorporated as secondary data sources. Table 12 below provides an overview of the
supplemental data sources that were available for review on institutional websites, as well as the
project documents that were made available upon request.
Table 14: Website and Document Data Collection Summary
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As revealed in participants’ reflective narratives of their experiences implementing an online
education innovation, a lot of variability existed in the approach that each institution took in
adopting, designing, and operationalizing their initiative. As such, all secondary data sources
were not available for review. However, participants’ reflective narratives provided rich
contextual descriptions of their experiences; therefore, the researcher believes that the absence of
1-2 supplemental data sources does not adversely impact the outcome of this study.
Institutional Websites and Implementation Documents
As Saichaie and Morphew (2014) contended, university websites are well-crafted to
inform prospective students and other stakeholders of institutional missions and purposes. In
addition, websites serve as a primary student marketing and recruitment tool (NACAC, 2011).
For the purpose of this study, websites were reviewed to better understanding each university’s
mission, student demographics, history, and organizational structure. More specifically, each
institution’s website was reviewed to affirm participants’ responses to various criterion measures
within the modified CAS General Standards Self-Assessment Guide. Below are excerpts from
the researcher’s analysis summary of the Mid-State University, State University, and Northern
State University websites and implementation documents, based on the data sources identified in
Table 12 above.
Mid-State University
History and Mission Statements: Mid-State University’s History webpage revealed a multicampus public university offering more than 170 undergraduate and graduate degrees across 10
colleges. Over its nearly 60-year history MSU has appointed seven new college presidents. More
than 43% of enrolled students self-identified as White, 25% Hispanic, 19% Black, 4% Asian,
3.6% International, 3.5% two or more races, 2% American Indian, and 9% Unreported. As such,
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more than 50% of MSU’s students are classified as minority. As previously stated MSU’s
mission is to serve a diverse community and to promote personal and academic development,
discovery, and lifelong learning. An analysis of MSU’s Division of Enrollment Management
webpage revealed a comprehensive mission statement that documents the divisions commitment
to facilitating diversity, stimulating and transforming environments through the delivery of
innovative and effective services, programs, and outcome-based approaches. The Division of
Enrollment Management advertises a focus on equipping students with the resources necessary
to achieve personal, academic, and career success. Several divisions and departments within
MSU’s system have comprehensive webpages comparable to the Division of Enrollment
Management’s webpage. The Center for Online Learning’s webpage speaks to a mission to
increase educational access, improving student-learning outcomes, and reducing instructional
cost through the effective utilization of innovative technologies. revealed a dearth of information
to inform viewers of the unit’s mission and operational structure. The webpage contains three
links to direct faculty and students to secondary webpages; however, the faculty webpage and the
primary Center for Online Learning page do not appear to be as developed as other divisional
webpages. Emerson did not recall there being a focus on the Division of Enrollment
Management or the Center for Online Learning’s mission statements throughout her
implementation experience.
Organizational Charts: The Division of Enrollment Management’s organizational chart was
readily available when conducting a basic search on the MSU website. The division includes the
following units: Administration (Marking and Communication, Contracts, etc.), Housing
Operations, Finance and Shared Services, Associate Vice President and Deans of Students
(Student Life), Student Outreach and Diversity, Student Financial Aid and Student Services,
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Career Center, and Health and Wellness. Emerson’s role was structured under the Housing
Operations, Finance, and Shared Services unit during the launch of The Center for Online
Learning.
The Center for Online Learning’s webpage does not provide an organizational chart;
however, an organizational chart was included in the 2017 Strategic Planning document that I
received from the gatekeeper who helped me gain access to Emerson as a study participant. The
Fall 2017 organizational chart included the Assistant Provost for The Center of Online Learning,
a director of eLearning, project coordinators, instructional designers, instructional technology
coordinator, web designer, research coordinator, and several other positions. The Fall 2017 chart
does not include a marketing and recruitment staff; thereby supporting Emerson’s assertion that
these services have been outsourced to an OPM.
Implementation Documents: Proposed action plan included recruitment of leadership position
for ELearning Center, establishment of advisory board, goals and objectives of the Center,
recruitment of managers, procurement of physical space, development of faculty training
material, recruitment of instructional designers, development of student survey for existing
students, launch of Faculty Summer Institute, creation of website shell, development and launch
of student services website and student portal, as well as several other actions items. However,
none of the action items related to training and/or developmental needs of student affairs staff.
Although the initial action plan included activities that were tentatively scheduled to occur over a
nine-month period it was extremely high-level and focused on operationalizing the COL. This
further supports Emerson’s assertion that her involvement was not facilitated by a long-term
project plan, rather they worked more on an ad hoc basis, as items or activities were identified.
Enrollment Report/Trends: According to MSU’s Fall 2017 Strategic Plan, the overall goal of
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the Center for Online Learning is to increase enrollments. MSU’s original goal was to increase
online education enrollments by 50 student each year, with a total of 350 students fully online
students enrolled by 2017. However, by the 2016-2017 academic year MSU had exceeded its
original goal by more than 50%, enrolling more than 700 fully online students. If MSU is
exceeding its primary goal (increasing fully online education enrollments) for implementing a
new online education innovation initiative, how likely are they (or any institution) to give focus
to needs or concerns of mid-level enrollment management practitioners responsible for designing
and sustaining services for fully online students?
State University
History and Mission Statements: State University’s History webpage revealed a multi-campus
public university offering more than 220 undergraduate and graduate degrees across 13 colleges.
SU has served its local, regional, and global community for nearly 55 years. In Fall 2020, more
than 46% of enrolled students self-identified as White, 27% Hispanic, 11% Black, 6% Asian, 4%
International, 4% Two or More Races, 1% American Indian, 1%, Native Hawaiian or other
Pacific Islander, and 1% Unreported. SU’s mission is to serve its diverse community and
international partnerships and to promote technological advancement. The university endeavors
to provide high-quality undergraduate and graduate education, continuing education, student
development, research, and innovation. In addition, State University seeks to establish a major
presence by promoting cultural, intellectual, economic, and environmental advancement within
its local region, and, by serving as an ally in the mitigation of critical issues, impact the national
and international community.
An analysis of SU’s Division of Enrollment Management webpage revealed a
comprehensive mission statement that documents the divisions commitment to student
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engagement and excellence throughout the entire student life cycle. SU’s DEM facilitates
opportunities to enhance student leadership, growth and development, and civic engagement. In
alignment with Allison’s assertions regarding SU Online and the SU Online Support Center not
having mission statements independent of the university’s mission statement, I did not locate
mission statements on the SU Online/SU Online Support Center webpages. However, Lindsey
rated all criterion measures within the Missions category as Met. This may be the result of a lack
of understanding of the question and/or not recalling whether the mission statements were
revised and reviewed.
Organizational Charts: The Division of Enrollment Management’s organizational chart was
readily available when conducting a basic search on the SU website. The division includes the
following units: Student Legal Services, Career Services, Housing and Residence Life, First
Year Experience, Undergraduate Admissions, Financial Aid, etc.
While the SU Online Support Center webpage includes the photos and names of staff
members and organizational chart is not readily available. Per Allison’s interview and
assessment, organizational charts were not developed during the launch process; however, this is
something that she feels is important to work towards developing.
Implementation Documents: Lindsey spoke to one individual being responsible for developing
and updating an action plan that was more in the form of a Gantt Chart at the onset of
implementation activities and then another individual being assigned to schedule meetings and
develop agendas; however, she did not view it as traditional project management. Allison
acknowledged being involved with contributing to the development of the project action plan;
however, she too acknowledged that there was no detailed timeline created, as they did not
establish fixed deadline dates for a structured group of tasks. They built as they went along and
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discovered needs. However, it does appear that activities were well tracked through the Systems
and Processes Review Committee meeting agendas. A review of select agendas from August
2016 to February 2017 revealed an array of topics and implementation tasks, such as Z Code and
subplan development updates, undergraduate student audits, online application updates, drop
class procedures, admissions process flows, SU Online Support Center’s staff access to student
data, phone system set-up, process for students changing online program majors, health services
immunization policies and forms for fully online students, CRM set up, etc.
Enrollment Report/Trends: Both Lindsey and Allison spoke to the unexpected growth in
enrollments that SU Online experienced shortly after the first fully online program started. A
review of SU Online enrollment trends from the 2016-2017 to 2019-2020 academic year shows a
start of 207 SU Online students during the 2016-2017 academic year to 5,688 during the 20192020 academic year. SU Online enrollments increased by more than 500% between the 20162017 to 2017-2018 academic years. These enrollment numbers substantiate Lindsey’s and
Allison’s assertions that SU Online grew faster than anyone expected. Enrollments also support
the assertion that SU experienced challenges related to acquisition of physical space for staff
(needed to hire more staff to support enrollment numbers).
Northern State University
History and Mission Statements: Northern State University’s History webpage revealed a
public university that has operated for more than 165 years. At the time of the study, NU offered
more than 300 undergraduate and graduate degrees across 16 colleges. In Fall 2020, more than
50% of enrolled students self-identified as White, 15% Hispanic, 7% Black, 7% Asian, 8%
International, 2% Multiracial, 0.3% American Indian, 2% Native Hawaiian or other Pacific
Islander, and 0.3% Unreported. NSU’s mission is to develop students to serve as leaders and
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influencers of economic, cultural, and societal advancement. Northern State University is
committed to leading, serving, and improving quality of life in its local community, region, the
nation, and world through the advancement of teaching, research and scholarship, and service.
An analysis of NSU’s Division of Enrollment Management webpage revealed a
comprehensive mission statement that documents the division’s commitment to providing
outstanding services and resources designed to facilitate successful college experiences. NSU’s
DEM endeavors to recruit, enroll, and retain a diverse community of student leaders and
scholars. The Enrollment Management division includes the offices of admission, registration,
financial aid, and NSU online enrollment services.
In alignment with Robin’s assessment of NSU Online mission statement, the NSU Online
webpage revealed a mission statement that includes NSU’s commitment to provide incomparable
educational opportunities to students through fully online 4-year degree options. NSU Online
seeks to enable students in their pursuit as leaders and influencers of future generations by
providing high-quality and affordable fully online undergraduate degrees. Robin rated the
Mission category as Exemplary across all criterion measures and the NSU website appears to
support this assertion.
Organizational Charts: The Division of Enrollment Management’s organizational chart was
readily available when conducting a basic search on the NSU website. The division includes the
following units: International Admissions, Financial Aid, Online OneStop Center, Registrar,
Business Services, Admissions, etc. The NSU Online webpage includes the photos and names of
staff members as well as an organizational chart.
Implementation Documents: Like Emerson, Linsey, and Allison, Robin acknowledged that a
detailed timeline was not kept throughout the launch process. However, a summary of the
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implementation team meeting agendas from 2014-2016 revealed activities associated with
process mapping of admissions, financial aid, registrar, and bursar workflows, design and launch
of the CRM, set-up of physical office space, hiring and onboarding, third-party data sharing
solutions, establishment of calendar, digital and print marketing collateral, etc.
Enrollment Report/Trends: Robin spoke to the unexpected growth in enrollments that NSU
Online experienced shortly after the first fully online program started. A review of NSU Online
enrollment trends from the 2014-2019 shows a start of 492 during the first semester of 2014, 895
students in fall 2014. By Spring 2019, NSU Online enrollments had increased to 3,048 students.
Summary
Chapter 4 provided an outline of the data collected through semi-structured interviews
and the review of institutional websites and implementation documents. Interview data were
documented using thick descriptions and rich quotations to develop a contextual context to fully
understand how each mid-level enrollment management student affairs professional experienced
the implementation of their respective institution’s online education innovation. This information
will be used in Chapter 5 to answer the research questions, anchor a discussion on the identified
themes, and discuss implications for the field of student affairs and online education innovation
implementations at traditional post-secondary institutions.
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CHAPTER FIVE: DISCUSSION
Introduction
This phenomenological study sought to gain an in-depth picture of how a subgroup of
student affairs professionals, specifically mid-level enrollment management practitioners,
experienced the charge to implement student services to support fully online education
innovations. Interview participants were comprised of six student affairs practitioners serving as
executive directors, directors, and associate directors overseeing enrollment management
services for fully online students at their respective institution. However, data from two
participants’ interviews were eliminated, as upon completion of the interviews it was determined
that most of their experience as mid-level enrollment management practitioners was gained
outside of the established implementation timeframe. Data were primarily collected through indepth semi-structured open-ended interviews. The interview instrumentation was guided by the
Quality Implementation Framework (QIF), a meta-framework comprising 14-steps for high
quality implementation, and by a modified version of The Council for the Advancement of
Standards in Higher Education (CAS) General Standards Self-Assessment Guide for evaluating
the quality of student affairs programs and services. Supplemental data were gathered through a
review of institutional websites, implementation documents, and enrollment trend reports.
Three research questions were established to better understand how four mid-level
enrollment management practitioners, a subgroup within the student affairs profession,
experienced implementation of student services to support online education innovations. The
primary research objective was explored through the following questions:
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1. What are the perceptions of implementing online education innovations to support fully
online students at traditional universities when considering phases 2-4 of the Quality
Implementation Framework (QIF)?
2. Were the essential components for the development of quality services, as outlined in the
CAS General Standards Mission, Programs and Services, Organization and Leadership,
Human Resources, Ethics, Technology, and Assessment categories integrated throughout the
implementation of enrollment management programs and support services for fully online
students?
3. Do processes for implementing online education innovations prepare mid-level enrollment
management practitioners to support the effective development and sustainability of quality
services for fully online students at traditional universities?
Method Summary
Data for this study were collected between June 2019 and November 2019. Participants
were identified through recommendations from gatekeepers at each of the three respective
institutions. The researcher met two gatekeepers at a distance learning conference and the third
gatekeeper served on the researcher’s dissertation committee. Participants were invited to
participate in the study through an email invitation. Once interview data were collected the
researcher submitted audio recordings to Otter.ai, a fee-based secure online transcription
platform that requires individual account set-up and sign-on. Once audio files were transcribed,
the researcher reviewed the PDF file for transcription accuracy, formatting, and grammatical
errors. This process also served as the first detailed reading of the transcription to identify initial
patterns and themes and to formalize additional research notes. PDF files of transcribed
interviews were then sent to participants for member checking. One participant provided edits to
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their transcription. Pseudonyms were created to identify participants, their respective university,
and the name of their enrollment management and online distance education innovation.
Participants were given the opportunity to provide their own pseudonym prior to the start of their
respective interview; however, each opted to have the research select on their behalf. Next, each
participant’s transcribed reflective narratives of their experiences implementing an online
education innovation were extracted from the PDF file and pasted into a Word file, which served
as the coding document. High-level salient data and themes identified in the second round of
reviews were highlighted in yellow, and the third round involved a narrowing of themes (highlighted in green). Salient excerpts of interview dialog from each participant are presented in
Chapter 4.
Follow-up responses to participant’s ratings on the modified CAS General Standards
Self-Assessment Guide were included in the audio file recordings as well. In addition, the
average ratings for each group of General Standards categories for program and service quality
were presented in bar graphs. The current CAS Self-Assessment Guide uses a 4-point scale to
rate each criterion measure; however, this study employed a 5-point scale. Ratings of 0 or 1
indicated areas of needed improvement (Does Not Meet or Partly Meets) and rating of 2 (Meets)
indicated satisfactory levels of quality and a rating of 3 or 4 (Exceeds or Exemplary) indicated
areas in which quality standards were strongly exhibited. Analyses of supplemental data
(websites, implementation documents, and enrollment trend reports) were documents by the
researcher as observation notes. Excerpts from these notes are documented in Chapter 4 as well.
Findings by Research Question
Data presented in Chapter 4 aided the researcher in isolating patterns, themes, and other
salient narrative needed to identify significance of participant’s experiences, provide suggestions
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for future research, and identify limitations. Findings for each research question are discussed in
the subsequent sections.
Research Question #1
Research Question 1 examined participants’ perception of their experience implementing
an online education innovation to support fully online students at their traditional university,
when considering phases 2-4 of the Quality Implementation Framework (QIF). Each phase of the
QIF represents critical steps and important questions that should be considered in the innovation
implementation process, as identified by Meyers, Durlak, et al. (2012). For study feasibility, the
QIF was modified.
Phase 2
Meyers, Durlak, et al. (2012) asserted that two essential questions should be answered
prior to the conclusion of Phase 2: 1. Is there a clear plan of action that details “what will
happen” and “when it will occur”; and 2. Who within the organization will be assigned to
various tasks associated with delivery of the innovation, as well as overseeing the
implementation (p. 10). While the activities involved with Phase 1 are responsible for facilitating
what Klein and Sorra (1996) defined as the climate for implementation, Phase 2 involves
establishment of a stable infrastructure to further anchor a climate primed for implementation.
A detailed action plan containing innovation recommendations, rationales, and
considerations, as well as a high-level timeline documenting tasks, start and finish dates, and the
stakeholders responsible for each task was presented for the first phase of MSU’s online
innovation implementation in 2010. In addition, a strategic plan was presented that documented a
detailed action plan for implementing the second phase of MSU’s online education innovation.
However, the 2017 strategic plan was not supplemented by a detailed timeline containing
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specific implementation tasks, ownership of tasks, and deadline dates. Furthermore, Emerson
affirmed that action items were presented throughout MSU’s 2015 implementation phase as
needs materialized. Similarly, data revealed that Lindsey, Allison, and Robin did not have a
detailed action plan and timeline available at the onset of implementation activities. Action items
appeared to have materialized throughout implementation activities extemporaneously as
activities progressed or challenges unfolded. Each participant recognized that their
implementation experience would have been positively impacted by the development,
distribution, and continued use of a detailed action plans and/or timelines.
A novice observer may deem detailed action plans and timelines as unnecessary;
however, the two critical questions that Meyers, Durlak, et al. (2012) cautioned practitioners to
settle before concluding Phase 2 affirmed that these documents are essential for establishing
direction, structure, and accountability. For example, each participant experienced
implementation challenges because their respective institution did not establish a plan for
tracking and assessing their engagements with fully online students until after implementation
commenced. As a result, institutions were delayed in acquiring and setting up their centralized
CRM system, which proved to be critical to participants’ ability to provide efficient services to
students and reports to internal stakeholders. Once decisions were made to acquire new CRMs
challenges were further compounded because the universities had not proactively identified IT
staff with the requisite skills to set up and manage the new technology. Subsequently,
participants are still using their new CRM at limited capacity, three to four years after concluding
implementation activities. Action plans and timelines would have documented the critical need
for each institution to acquire a centralized CRM system. In addition, more of the prerequisite
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activities, or task dependencies, and deadline dates could have been leveraged to guided strategy
and keep critical needs at the forefront of implementation actives.
Other critical components for establishing a climate and solid infrastructure for
implementation that was omitted from some of the processes illustrated in Chapter 4 was the
completion of organizational needs, fit, and readiness or capacity assessments. Researchers have
expounded on the value of conducting pre-implementation assessments to not only uncover
organizational conditions that may hinder successful outcomes, but also those that could help
mitigate risks if leveraged appropriately (Britto & Rush, 2013; Hirning, 2009; Meyers, Durlak, et
al., 2012). Such assessments give stakeholders an opportunity to communicate human resource,
financial, training, and other needs that will impact their ability to adequately accomplish the
objectives that they are accountable for. Consequently, assessments, action plans, and timelines
should be leveraged to help guide online education innovation strategy (Meyers, Durlak, et al.,
2012; Watkins, Kaufman, & Odunlami, 2013).
Pre-implementation assessment activities are incorporated into Phase 1 of the QIF, as
presented by Meyers, Durlak, et al., (2012). Therefore, the Interview Guide presented in
Appendix F did not present participants with a direct question to affirm whether they participated
in any assessment activities. However, the researcher confirmed pre-implementation assessment
activities as a follow-up to Question 10 within Appendix F and through document analysis. Upon
inquiry it was determined that Emerson and Robin engaged in activities designed to assess the
existing operational infrastructure of their respective institution for the purpose of developing a
strategic implementation plan. However, Robin’s efforts where led by her independently and
focused primarily on the existing enrollment management operational infrastructure.
Furthermore, data gathered was not used in the development of a detailed timeline that identified
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tasks or the names of stakeholders responsible for each task. The Center for Online Learning’s
2017 Proposed Strategic Plan indicated that MSU’s Assistant Provost for the Center for Online
Learning, and other leaders within her department, gathered feedback from various stakeholder
groups regarding their needs and recommendations for implementing the second phase of the
institution’s online education innovation. Specifically, an advisory board of 33 stakeholders from
across the university met in the spring of 2017 to provide recommendations for implementing
student services, quality improvements, research innovations, and open educational resources as
a part of the second phase implementation. The 2017 Strategic Plan outlined a proposed
implementation action plan. However, as previously mentioned, data collection did not suggest
that a detailed timeline documenting specific implementation tasks, individual ownership of each
task, and deadline dates was developed and regularly disseminated to stakeholders throughout
the implementation process.
Emerson’s implementation experience may have been the most adversely impacted
because MSU’s pre-implementation assessment data did not culminate into a detailed timeline
that was regularly updated and disseminated to stakeholders. Emerson asserted that the faculty,
administrative, and student affairs stakeholder groups exhibited divergent philosophical beliefs
about the role of online education at MSU, perhaps contributing to the impasse and lack of
structure that she reflected upon. Phillips (2014) advised leaders to give considerable attention to
organizational culture, leadership, and team dynamics when planning and implementing
innovations, as they will undoubtedly influence outcomes. The meta framework presented by
Meyers, Durlak, et al., (2012) offered pre-implementation assessments as an effective means to
evaluate environmental and innovation fit, to begin facilitating buy-in, to aid stakeholders in
understanding the risks and benefits of adopting the respective innovation, and for assessing
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stakeholders’ willingness and readiness to change. However, timelines establish structure and
enhance accountability. Furthermore, timelines can serve as continuous points of reference to
affirm an organization’s commitment to resolve critical needs, as identified during preimplementation assessment activities. Although MSU may have been unable to accommodate all
the stakeholders’ requests for additional human resources, technical resources, training, and other
support needs, a timeline would have helped to communicate what would be accomplished.
The internal tensions that Emerson’s narrative suggested may have also been assuaged if
members of the advisory board met more frequently than once each semester. Data suggested
that the assistant provost served as the primary senior-level leadership champion for the
innovation. However, the implementation climate described by Emerson warranted additional
senior-level champions to help build coalitions across multiple stakeholder groups and to
propagate the on-going needs of various groups.
Lindsey, Allison, and Robin reflected on an experience that included a strong internal
support team comprised of a diverse group of internal stakeholders, including senior-level
leadership throughout the implementation process. The support teams provided mentorship for
front-line staff and served as forums to communicate questions, needs, and insights that emerged
throughout the launch process. As Baily and Brown (2016) research identified, focused and longterm support from senior-level administrators appeared to positively impact the implementation
experiences of Lindsey, Allison, and Robin. Although Emerson shared an experience that
included participation in implementation task force meetings, she reflected on a lack of
consistent support from senior-level administrators. Emerson specifically reflected on the staff
being “left trying to do the best that they can”.
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Each participant relied on self-training and/or prior work experience to prepare for the
implementation of their respective initiatives. Meyers, Durlak, et al., (2012) affirmed that
individuals responsible for supporting front-line staff throughout implementation activities
should have expertise related to the requisite innovation, process evaluation, and implementation
science to effectively support implementation efforts. Consequently, some roles might require
realignment to guarantee that sufficient “person-power” is allocated to an implementation
(Meyers, Durlak, et al., 2012, p.8). As such, Meyers, Durlak, et al., (2012) suggested that it is
critical for those responsible for managing front-line staff to have acquired the skills and
competencies to effectively support implementation of their organization’s respective innovation
prior to the start of implementation activities. Furthermore, their recommendations align with the
practices that many institutions have in place to offer semester or quarter long training programs
for faculty to participate in prior to engaging in online teaching. However, as Hirning’s (2009)
study affirmed, strategic planning and comprehensive training designed to prepare stakeholders
at traditional universities for online innovation implementations often fail to consider the skill
and knowledge acquisition needs of student affairs practitioners. As an example, Allison was the
only participant who acknowledged participating in formal training to acquire new skills and
acknowledge that would better prepare her to support the implementation of an online education
innovation specifically. Robin’s experience did not warrant sufficient time to engage in any preimplementation training and preparation; therefore, she leveraged her prior work experience with
an OPM company to implement NSU’s online education innovations. The narratives presented
by Emerson and Lindsey also suggested that the online higher education market and other unique
institutional conditions required their universities to carry-out implementation activities at a pace
that did not afford them the opportunity to engage in the level of training recommended in Phase
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2 of the meta-framework presented by Meyers, Durlak, et al., (2012). Consequently,
circumstances must be reformed to readily provide opportunities for student affairs practitioners
to acquire the competencies and skills needed to effectively support online education
innovations.
Each of the mid-level enrollment management professionals demonstrated
professionalism, interpersonal communication skills, ingenuity, professional agency, and a
commitment to facilitating student success appears. However, participants revealed areas of
underdeveloped competencies that impacted their ability to implement and manage services for
the fully online student population. For example, participants shared narratives that revealed
recruitment and retention processes for the fully online student population that are different than
those used for the traditional on-campus population. Allison and Lindsey spoke to SU’s coaching
approach, which promotes a proactive retention model. In addition, Allison shared the example
of cultivating the “cold leads” list. In addition, each participant spoke to the importance of
understanding how to track fully online students. Rather than relying on the traditional student
information systems such as Banner and PeopleSoft, these practitioners needed to acquire new
technological skills for tracking prospective students prior to matriculation. Meyers, Durlak, et
al., (2012) advised that some roles may require realignment to guarantee that sufficient “personpower” is allocated to an implementation. Mid-State University, State University, and Northern
State University essentially realigned roles when they contracted with OPMs to operationalize
select components of their online education innovations. OPMs can provide valuable services to
higher education institutions that desire to implement online education delivery systems;
however, lack sufficient resources to do so adequately. Nevertheless, other institutions might be
better positioned to work independent of OPMs if internal employees, such as mid-level student
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affairs practitioners, were better trained to implement and manage online education innovations.
As such, data presented in this study provide a solid rational for student affairs professional
associations, senior-level student affairs administrators, and graduate-level student affairs
program faculty, to work towards educational reform that more adequately prepares practitioners
to support online education systems.
Phase 3
Phase 3 of the QIF represents the start of implementation activities. During this phase of
implementation, activities should be monitored regularly to swiftly and proactively address any
unexpected challenges. In addition, communication forums should remain active and provide
opportunity for managers and front-line staff to share feedback related to additional technical
support, resource, training, and mentorship needs.
Consonant with any form of innovation implementation, each of the participants
experienced expected and unexpected challenges throughout their projects. Challenges
materialized across several areas including IT, student engagement, assessment and data
management, student tracking, human resource acquisition, physical space, and financial aid.
Although many of these challenges were not isolated to a single institution, the nature in which
they were mitigated and resolved was indicative of established support and communication
structures. All participants were challenged by insufficient human resources due to the
unexpected increase in lead volume that their institutions experienced. Data presented by
Lindsey, Allison, and Robin illustrated the existence of support structures in which several
senior-level leaders mobilized to hear their concerns, offer recommendations, and to endorse
their requests when evidence supported the need. In addition, informal and formal
communication channels were established, which gave practitioners forums to regularly
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communicate updates and needs. Conversely, Emerson found it difficult to obtain adequate
resources throughout her implementation experience. Although Emerson referenced several
forums in which she was able to funnel needs and questions through, it does not appear that there
was a formal opportunity for the collective team responsible for implementing MSU’s online
education innovation to regularly meet. The 33-person Online Education Advisor Board
established by MSU’s Center for Online Learning was comprised of stakeholders from several
groups across the university; however, the team continued to engage in formal meetings once
each semester throughout the second phase of MSU’s online education innovation. Such
infrequent meeting rhythms reduced opportunities for the collective implementation team to
work cohesively to understand the wide-spread impact of unresolved challenges; however, it also
undoubtedly contributed to Emerson’s “disjointed” implementation experience. In addition,
MSU’s communication channels did not promote the facilitation of a senior-level leadership
coalition that continuously endeavored to anchor the innovation within MSU’s culture.
Kotter (2012) asserted the importance of establishing a “power force” to sustain major
initiatives requiring organizational change, as no individual can ever “develop the right vision,
communicate it to large numbers of people, eliminate all key obstacles, lead….and anchor new
approaches deep into the organization’s culture” independently (p. 53). Meyers, Durlak, et al.,
(2012) cautioned practitioners to focus on three central tasks throughout Phase 3 of their
organization’s implementation process: 1. Providing technical support to front-line staff as
needed; 2. Monitoring on-going implementation; and 3. Creating feedback channels to inform
stakeholders of as to how implementation is progressing. However, creation of a strong feedback
system is paramount. The feedback system should be quick, genuine, and concentrated so that
successes can be routinely celebrated and needed changes can be swiftly made.
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Phase 4
As previously mentioned, Phase 4 involves a retrospective analysis or evaluation to
identify strengths and weakness of the implementation process. Stakeholders should spend
dedicated time reflecting on what the experience taught them about quality implementation and
documenting how the successes and challenges that they experienced could be used to improve
similar initiatives in the future. Within this phase, the interview protocol solicited feedback from
participants as it related to lessons learned that they would share with enrollment management
colleagues and senior-level college administrators. In addition, participants were asked to share
how implementation activities aided them in providing effective and sustainable services.
Finally, participants shared ways in which they have been able to continuously improve
programs and services post implementation.
Participants’ responses supported the narratives that they shared throughout Phases 2 and
3. The early involvement of stakeholders across multiple groups, a strong coalition of
enthusiastic leaders capable of facilitating momentum and motivation, and early implementation
of CRMs systems were offered as recommendations by all participants. Allison and Robin
offered specific recommendations related to operational processes that are critical to consider
when implementing online education innovations, such as the classification, identification, and
tracking of fully online students, how/if the tuition and fee schedule will be adjusted, and finally
the importance of evaluating student needs and wants in an effort to develop suitable engagement
strategies and services. In addition, Allison encouraged colleagues who are given the chance to
implement large-scale online education innovations to leverage opportunities to create small
wins, as they can help change the minds of resistant observers. Finally, Robin stressed the
importance of working to understand the institution’s mission and how the goals and objectives
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of the innovation align with that mission. Knowing the mission, goals, and objectives will help
practitioners better understand what must be accomplished, how they should work towards
accomplishing the “what”, as well as what is resource needs must be met first.
Data collected to answer the research question presented at the beginning of this section
established a strong context to better understand how four mid-level enrollment management
practitioners experienced the implementation of three unique online education innovations. The
central focus was on evaluating how well the implementation processes followed a systematic
quality framework for implementing innovations and the subsequent impact on participants’
perceptions of the processes. None of the participants engaged in a systematic implementation
process that methodologically applied each of the 14 steps represented in the QIF. Nevertheless,
the process experienced by three of the participants incorporated enough of the critical
components to counterbalance the areas in which a critical step was not applied. For example,
the SU and NSU implementations did not incorporate pre-implementation assessments designed
to evaluate fit, needs, and capacity. In addition, the SU and NSU implementations were not
guided by a detailed timeline. Nevertheless, Lindsey, Robin, and Allison reflected on
experiences that included strong senior-level support, strong communication channels,
institution-wide commitment, and adequate resources. However, Emerson’s experience was
adversely impacted by the compounding effect of several critical steps being omitted from
MSU’s online education implementation.
Research Question #2
Research Question 2 addressed whether the essential components for the development of
quality services, as outlined in the CAS General Standards Mission, Programs and Services,
Organization and Leadership, Human Resources, Ethics, Technology, and Assessment categories
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were integrated throughout the implementation of enrollment management programs and support
services for fully online students. This research question was answered through Question 19 in
the interview guide and documented in Chapter 4 using bar charts. Participants’ assessment of
service quality revealed areas of satisfactory practice, areas of needed improvement, and areas of
exemplary practice.
Overall, Emerson rated the service quality the lowest at her respective institution when
compared with Lindsey, Robin, and Allison. Emerson’s ratings across each of the seven general
standards are in alignment with the narrative that she presented during the interview. She gave
significant attention to insufficient resources, what she perceived to be a disjointed process, and
the importance of developing a solid plan of action to help anchor the project. Nevertheless,
Emerson demonstrated a strong commitment to collaboration and student success even though
the project did not receive the level of support that she deemed appropriate.
Lindsey rated all but two categories (Organizational and Leadership and Assessment) as
areas demonstrating satisfactory and/or strong standards of quality practice. Areas of needed
improvement appeared to be directly associated with Lindsey’s reflective narrative of the
challenges that she and her colleagues experienced as a result of needing to secure a larger
physical space sooner than originally planned. In addition, Lindsey expressed concern about the
lack of opportunity to engage in professional development activities that allowed her to share her
experiences at professional conferences, as these are activities that leadership “get to do.” While
Lindsey demonstrated a strong level of commitment to her role, her narrative demonstrates the
importance of leaders motivating staff (even managers) throughout any change or innovation
initiative by giving them opportunities to publicly celebrate their accomplishments (Kotter,
2012). O’Quinn’s and Corry’s (2004) study found that online faculty were motivated by
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opportunities to develop new ideas and to share those new ideas with their peers. The same could
be inferred about student affairs practitioners who have engaged in the arduous task of
operationalizing a large-scale online education initiative. Furthermore, a central objective of this
study is to encourage the expansion of online education research literature that provide student
affairs practitioners with examples of “how” to implement quality services for fully online
students. This research should be guided by the narratives of student affairs practitioners who
have experienced the phenomenon of implementing services for fully online students (Calhoun et
al., 2017; Ortiz et al., 2015; Sandeen & Barr, 2006).
Allison rated Mission, Technology, and Assessment as areas of needed improvement or
categories in which standards were Partly Met. Allison acknowledged that SU Online and the SU
Online Support Center does not have a mission statemen separate from the institution’s mission
statement, thereby yielding a rating of Did Not Meet for 1.1.1 and 1.1.2. The discrepancy
between Lindsey’s and Allison’s responses in this area, as well as others, were not challenged, as
maintaining anonymity of participants’ responses was of concern. Ratings for the Technology
and Assessment categories supported Allison’s reflection on various challenges as it related to
the delayed purchase and set-up of Salesforce. Robin assessed four general standard areas as
Exceeding or Exemplifying standards of quality services (Mission, Human Resources, Ethics, and
Technology). However, Programs and Services was rated as an area of needed improvement due
to Robin’s Did Not Meet rating for 2.1.3, all scholarship programs are not made available to fully
online students at NSU.
Alignment of the narratives that participants shared during their interviews with their
ratings for each of the CAS General Standards suggest that development of a framework that
incorporates quality implementation science standards with quality standards for developing and
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managing online students services. The development and wide-spread publicizing of a
synthesized framework would give student affairs practitioners charged with implementing
services for fully online students a centralized reference point to help guide them through the
process. Senior-level administrators would have a resource to inform them of the resources and
support needs critical to student affairs practitioners’ ability to effectively support online
education systems. As previously stated, organizations such as WCET and OLC have developed
resources to inform the higher education community “what” services are needed to effectively
support online students; however, the student affairs profession should lead the discussion as to
“how” those services should be implemented.
Research Question #3
Finally, Question 3 was concerned with whether processes for implementing online
education innovations prepared mid-level enrollment management practitioners to support the
effective development and sustainability of quality services for fully online students at traditional
universities. The reflective narratives of each participant suggested that implementation
processes had some level of impact on their preparedness to support the effective development
and sustainability of quality services for fully online students. For example, Emerson
experienced the implementation process with insufficient resources and a lack of continuous
involvement from senior-level administrators, with exception to the former associate provost.
However, professionalism, interpersonal communication skills, ingenuity, professional agency,
and a commitment to facilitating student success appears to have significantly contributed to
Emerson’s ability to complete various tasks. However, as Emerson acknowledged she does not
know how students were impacted.
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Although Allison, Lindsey, and Robin exhibited many of the same professional traits and
competencies that Emerson presented with, their implementation experiences were characterized
by collaborative relationships, internal partnerships, strong leadership support, and acquisition of
needed resources. Therefore, the implementation processes designed to operationalize the SU
and NSU innovations appear to have facilitated an environment in which effective development
and sustainability of quality services for fully online students were more easily attained.
Themes
The following three categories of themes were identified throughout data analysis:
implementation processes, professional competencies, and professional traits and characteristics.
Each participant reflected on experiences characterized by both negative and positive aspects of
their institution’s processes for implementing its respective online education innovation. The
level of involvement from internal stakeholder groups, structure of communication channels,
leadership support and engagement, pre-implementation planning, and adequate resources were
presented as critical elements [themes] that influenced participants’ perception of their
experience. Lindsey, Allison, and Robin repeatedly discussed the positive impact of having
strong leadership support throughout the entire implementation process. Although their projects
encountered several unforeseeable and foreseeable challenges, Lindsey’s, Allison’s, and Robin’s
reflective narratives conveyed a sense of gratitude for the level of senior-level support that they
received. Emerson reflected positively on the level of support that the former associate provost
for MSU’s Online Center gave to her department and the overall project; however, she
acknowledged a lack of engagement and support from a larger coalition of administrators. In
addition, Emerson expounded on the impact that a lack of financial and human resources had on
her experience and the overall implementation.
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Data suggested that the challenges associated with implementing the complex
innovations presented in this study were greatly tempered by the level of engagement of seniorlevel administrators. As previously mentioned, Bailey and Brown (2016) underscored the
importance of having active and long-term support from administrative leaders, strategic
planning that engages the support of multiple institutional stakeholders, an individual champion
capable of providing primary oversight, and adequate resources when implementing innovations.
However, active senior-level administrator support and engagement throughout implementation
activities maybe the most critical element responsible for shaping other essential elements for
establishing an organizational climate for implementation.
Reflective data presented by the mid-level enrollment management professionals
suggested that at the onset of implementation activities each possessed professional traits and
characteristics that fell within the following categories: strong interpersonal communication
skills, ingenuity, professional agency, and an unyielding dedication to student success.
Professional competencies that appeared to be the most prevalent at the start of implementation
activities centered around the following categories: higher education marketing, recruitment, and
admissions strategies, organizational and human resources management, and leadership.
However, participants were challenged to acquire new competencies in process mapping, online
student lead cultivation, proactive coaching and retention strategies, CRM implementation and
management, systems thinking, as well as strategic planning and assessment for online education
support systems as implementation activities unfolded. For example, narratives revealed
recruitment and retention processes for the fully online student population that are different from
those used for the traditional on-campus population. Allison and Lindsey spoke to SU’s coaching
approach, which promotes a proactive retention model. In addition, Allison shared the example
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of cultivating the “cold leads” list that they received from a once adverse academic department.
Furthermore, each participant spoke to the importance of understanding how to track fully online
students. Rather than relying on the traditional student information systems such as Banner,
PeopleSoft, or an antiquated homegrown system these practitioners needed to acquire new
technological skills for tracking prospective students prior to matriculation.
Emerson and Lindsey earned graduate degrees in a student affairs or higher education
related filled; however, both asserted that the fully online student population was not a central
area of focus in their programs. Robin attributed her ability to spearhead the implementation of
NSU’s two online distance education innovations to her previous OPM experience. The
universities that Allison, Lindsey, and Emerson represented contracted with an OPM to support
some level of their implementation. As such, a relevant question for student affairs
administrators, faculty, and professional association leaders reading this study is: How can they
help practitioners acquire some of the competencies and skills that Emerson, Lindsey, Allison,
and Robin were challenged to acquire throughout the laborious implementation process. In
addition, student affairs leaders should consider ways in which their organizations could help
practitioners acquire some of the competencies and skills that OPMs facilitated for Robin and
Rachel. Rachel was employed by an OPM prior to being hired as an associate director for SU’s
Online Support Center; however, as previously stated, her interview was excluded from the study
due to her late hire date.
Limitations
This study was limited by the fact that all the innovations occurred 3 to 5 years before the
interviews were conducted; therefore, participants’ recall of events may have been diminished. In
addition, the study relied on only 1-2 individuals from each institution, as such a critical reader
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of this study may challenge the reflective narrative of a single individual who participated on a
project that multiple stakeholders within the institution experienced. In addition, Polkinghorne
(1989) advised phenomenological researchers to conduct interviews with 5 to 25 participants
who have all experienced the phenomenon. However, Creswell (2013) acknowledged that a
group consisting of 3 to 4 participants to 10 to 15 participants is sufficient. Nonetheless, this
study incorporated data from only four participant interviews. Although six interviews were
conducted, two were eliminated because the participants did not experience the phenomenon as
mid-level enrollment management practitioners. Furthermore, this study only examined the
experiences of mid-level enrollment management practitioners; however, other professionals
within student affairs are also given responsibilities for implementing and managing services for
fully online students.
Recommendations
As Klein and Sorra (1996) contended, the level of success and quality achieved upon
operationalizing an innovation is dependent upon the respective organization’s ability to
cultivate a climate for implementation. Implementation climates, according to Klein and Sorra
(1996), are ones in which individual members are supported in the acquisition of the requisite
skills for sustainable engagement with an innovation, are appropriately incentivized, and are
burdened with minimal infrastructure obstacles that could potentially disrupt productivity. While
organizations such as Quality Matters, the Online Learning Consortium (OLC), and WCET
promote standards of practice to prepare colleges and universities to implement online education
innovation, the primary focus continues to be on elements of faculty and student preparation.
Although student affairs practitioners have served as a critical stakeholder group responsible for
supporting the development of disparate student populations for more than one-hundred years,
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they are underrepresented in the online education research literature. As such, there is a lack of
documented, and widely propagated, standards to adequately prepare student affairs practitioners
to support fully online students. Therefore, this study is significant to the online education
research literature because it employed a systematic implementation framework to highlight the
impact that the processes involved with operationalizing online education innovations at
traditional universities had on a subgroup of student affairs practitioners’ preparedness to support
the development and sustainability of quality services for fully online students. Data provide a
rational for higher education administrators to adopt a methodical approach when implementing
online education innovations that also consider the needs and potential challenges of student
affairs practitioners, rather than just focusing on their faculty colleagues. In addition, data
support the need for student affairs professional associations to develop comprehensive standards
and competencies for implementing, managing, and sustaining quality services for fully online
students.
Recommendations for Practice
Overall data suggested that Lindsey, Allison, and Robin experienced implementation
processes that prepared them to support the effective development and sustainability of quality
services for fully online students. Specifically, Lindsey’s, Allison’s, and Robin’s implementation
experience included collaborative partnership across numerous internal functional areas, seniorlevel leadership support, financial support, as well as adequate human resources. However, each
of the participants offered recommendations for future implementations that included
consideration of implementation timeframes, infrastructure assessments, training, opportunities
to make scholarly contributions, early acquisition of a centralized CRM system, etc. Emerson
reflected on an experience that revealed inadequate resources and a lack of wide-spread senior-
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level leadership support, consequently assigning scores of Partly Met and Did Not Meet to all but
one of the seven CAS General Standard areas selected for evaluation. Therefore, whether higher
education institutions opt to implement online education innovations independently or in
collaboration with an online program management company, maximum quality will be achieved
based on administrative leaders’ ability to facilitate the development, documentation and
communication of a systematic plan of action.
Based on data presented in this study, systematic plans designed to promote the
implementation of quality online education innovations should include early involvement of an
implementation team representative of all critical stakeholder groups within the institution, an
infrastructure assessment prior to the start of implementation, identification of multiple seniorlevel champions capable of shepherding the team through arduous periods, communication
efforts designed to promote wide-spread institutional buy-in, and etc. Further, data suggested that
mid-level enrollment management practitioners responsible for implementing services for fully
online students should possess a level of professional agency that enables them to reconcile
highly ambiguous situations from a systems approach. As such, this sub-group of student affairs
professionals must be able to work collaboratively across multiple student services functional
areas and academic departments. Finally, mid-level enrollment management practitioners
responsible for supporting fully online students must acquire the skills and knowledge needed to
develop proactive retention strategies. While online faculty must acquire technological adeptness
with learning management systems (LMSs), mid-level enrollment management practitioners
must acquire technological proficiency with customer relationship management systems (CRMs)
and student data management.
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The Quality Implementation Framework presented by Meyers et al. (2012), and a
modified version of the CAS General Standards Self-Assessment Guide (CAS, 2015) were
utilized in this study to evaluate participants’ experiences, as a review of the existing literature
did not yield suitable alternatives. As such, there is opportunity for student affairs professional
associations such as NASPA, ACPA, AACRAO, and CAS to develop comprehensive guidelines
and standards for implementing programs and services for fully online students. Frameworks
promulgated by student affairs associations will help to ensure that the historical tenets of the
profession undergird practices for implementing and managing services. In addition, student
affairs graduate-level program faculty will have resources needed to guide curricula reform that
prepares practitioners for employment in online education units. Analogous to the efforts of
pioneers such as Marion Talbot, Thomas Arkle Clark, Lucy Diggs Slowe, and Walter Dill Scott
who leveraged professional associations and graduate-level programs to anchor the student
affairs profession within American higher education, contemporaries must now leverage these
entities to reform practice for the continuously expanding fully online student population.
Recommendations for Future Research
The previously mentioned study limitations present opportunities for future research. For
example, future studies should be conducted no longer than one year after implementation
activities end as experiences will be at the forefront of participants’ memory. In addition, to
research that evaluates the curricula of leading student affairs and higher education graduate
programs will better understand how well graduate-level student affairs preparation programs are
preparing future practitioners to develop, manage, and sustain online education innovations
designed to support fully online students research. Finally, this study examined the experiences
of practitioners employed at public 4-year research universities; future studies should explore the
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experiences of enrollment management practitioners responsible for implementing and managing
online education innovations at 2-year colleges and private post-secondary institutions in an
effort to ascertain whether institutional type yields outcomes that are significantly different than
those presented in this study.
Conclusion
A phenomenological study was conducted to determine how mid-level enrollment
management practitioners experienced implementation of online education innovations and the
subsequent impact on their preparedness to develop and sustain quality services for fully online
students. When evaluated using the 14-step Quality Implementation Framework (QIF) present by
Meyers, Durlak, et al., (2012), data revealed that the implementation process experienced by 3
out of the 4 participants adequately prepared them to develop and sustain quality services for
fully online students. None of the participants experienced a systematic implementation process
that included each of the 14 steps identified as critical to quality implementation. However, the
experiences of three participants were characterized as being adequately resourced, championed
by a strong senior-level leadership team, and structured by clear communication channels and
feedback mechanisms, thereby counterbalance the steps that were omitted or underrepresented
(i.e. pre-implementation organization needs, fit, and readiness assessments, pre-implementation
training relevant to the innovation, and clear action plans and timelines).
Professional traits and characteristics associated with practitioners’ level of ingenuity,
professional agency, commitment to student success and interpersonal communication skills also
positively impacted implementation processes. Furthermore, data suggested that participants’
ability to develop and sustain quality services for fully online students was further impacted by
their level of competency in business solutions, systems thinking, proactive retention and
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coaching techniques, strategic planning, CRM systems, as well as prospective student lead
cultivation. Some of these competencies were obtained through experiences that occurred prior
to participants’ engagement with the respective innovations; however, the majority were
acquired as a result of their engagement in online education implementation activities.
Data presented in this study is significant for senior-level student affairs administrators
charged with leading the implementation or restructuring of any online education innovation, as
it illustrates the importance of leveraging a systematic framework to guide implementation
activities. In addition, data suggested that there is a need for leading student affairs professional
associations, such as CAS, NASPA, AACRAO, and ACPA to establish comprehensive standards
and competencies for developing, implementing, and managing student services for the fully
online student population. Higher education reform aimed at more effectively providing student
support services to the fully online population should be led by student affairs practitioners
across all segments, rather than those external to the profession.
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APPENDIX A: OLC QUALITY SCORECARD FOR ONLINE STUDENT SUPPORT
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APPENDIX B: OLC QUALITY SCORECARDADMINISTRATION OF ONLINE
PROGRAMS (EXCERPTS)
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APPENDIX C: 2015 CAS GENERAL STANDARDS
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Reprinted from Council for the Advancement of Standards in Higher Education. (2015). CAS
professional standards for higher education (9th ed.). Washington, DC: Author.
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APPENDIX D: CAS INDIVIDUAL AND CROSS-FUNCTIONAL AREA SELFASSESSMENT GUIDES
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List of Self-Assessment Guide
Academic Advising Program (SAG)

Internship Programs (SAG)

Alcohol and Other Drug Programs (SAG)

Leadership Education and Development (SAG)

Assessment Services (SAG)

Learning Assistance Programs (SAG)

Auxiliary Services Functional Areas (SAG)

LGBTQ + Programs and Services (SAG)

Campus Activities Programs (SAG)
Campus Information and Visitor Services SAG

Master’s Level Higher Education and Student Affairs
Professional Preparation Programs (SAG)
Multicultural Student Programs and Services (SAG)

Campus Police and Public Safety (SAG)

Orientation Programs (SAG)

Campus Religious, Secular, and Spiritual Programs
(SAG)
Career Services (SAG)

Parent and Family Programs (SAG)

Case Management Services (SAG)

Post-Traditional and Commuter Student Programs
and Services (SAG)
Registrar Services (SAG)

Civic Engagement and Service-Learning Programs
(SAG)
Clinical Health Services (SAG)

Sexual Violence-Related Programs and Services
(SAG)
Student Conduct Programs (SAG)

College Honor Society Programs (SAG)

Student Media Programs (SAG)

College Unions (SAG)

Sustainability Programs (SAG)

Collegiate Recreation Programs (SAG)

Testing Programs and Services (SAG)

Conference and Event Programs (SAG)

Transfer Student Programs and Services (SAG)

Counseling Services (SAG)

Trio and College Access Programs (SAG)

Dining Services Programs (SAG)

Undergraduate Admissions Programs and Services
(SAG)
Undergraduate Research Programs (SAG)

Disability Resources and Services (SAG)
Education Abroad Programs and Services (SAG)
Financial Aid Programs (SAG)

Veterans and Military-Connected Programs and
Services (SAG)
Women’s and Gender Programs and Services (SAG)

Fraternity and Sorority Advising Programs (SAG)

General Standards (SAG)

Graduate and Professional Student Programs and
Services (SAG)
Health Promotion Services (SAG)

Advancing Health and Well-Being (CFF)

Housing and Residential Life Programs (SAG)

Identifying and Responding to Behavioral Concerns
(CFF)

First-Year Experiences (CFF)

International Student Programs and Services (SAG)
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APPENDIX E: FOUR PHASES OF QUALITY IMPLEMENTATION FRAMEWORK
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Phase One: Initial Considerations Regarding the Host Setting
Assessment Strategies
1. Conducting a needs and resources assessment
2. Conducting a fit assessment
3. Conducting a capacity/readiness assessment
Decisions about Adaptation
4. Possibility for adoption
Capacity-Building Strategies
5. Obtaining explicit buy-in from critical stakeholders and fostering a supportive
community/organizational capacity
6. Building general/organizational capacity
7. Staff recruitment/maintenance
8. Effective pre-innovation Staff Training
Phase Two: Creating a Structure for Implementation
Structural Features for Implementation
9. Creating implementation teams
10. Developing an implementation plan
Phase Three: Ongoing Structure Once Implementation Begins
Ongoing Implementation Support Strategies
11. Technical assistance/coaching/supervision
12. Process evaluation
13. Supportive feedback mechanism
Phase Four: Improving Future Applications
14. Learning from experience
Summary of the four implementation phases and 14 critical steps in the Quality Implementation
Framework associated with quality implementation. Reproduced from Meyers, Durlak, and
Wandersman (2012, p. 7). The Quality Implementation Framework: A synthesis of Critical Steps
in the Implementation Process.
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APPENDIX F: QUALITY DISTANCE EDUCATION SUPPORT SERVICES MODIFIED
ASSESSMENT
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Higher education professionals have relied on The CAS (Council for the Advancement of Standards in
Higher Education) General Standards to serve as benchmarks for developing, managing, assessing, and
improving academic affairs, and student affairs, programs and services for nearly thirty-five years. There
are differences across types of higher education institutions, and across functional areas within those
institutions. However, The CAS General Standards represent the commonalities that should exist between
all post-secondary institutions, and functional areas, committed to advancing quality student learning and
development.
•
•
•

Indicate whether the selected CAS General Standards were Met, Partly Met, Exceeded, or
Exemplary throughout the launch processes designed to implement your functional area’s respective
services for fully online students.
Indicate Did Not Apply if an action was not/is not applicable to your unit. Indicate Insufficient
Evidence to Rate if your level of involvement did not result in experiences substantial enough for a
reliable rating
The launch phase is the point in which administrators communicated the final decision to implement a
distance education unit thru the end of the first semester of online classes (Approx. 9-12 months)
Does Not
Apply
ND = N/A

Insufficient
Evidence
IE = N/A

Did Not/Does Not
Meet
DM = 0

Partly
Met/Meets
PM =1

Met/Meets
M=2

Exceeded/
Exceeds
E=3

Category 1: Mission
1.1 Mission Statement
1.1.1 Your unit’s mission statement was reviewed to ensure that the launch processes
designed to implement services for fully online students, and the planned
outcomes
of those activities, were in alignment with its core tenets
1.1.2 Your unit’s mission statement was disseminated to all staff involved with launch
processes designed to implement services for fully online students
1.1.3 Your unit’s mission statement is inclusive of the fully online student population
Category 2: Programs and Services
2.1 Programs and Services
2.1.1 Your functional unit developed programs and/or services that contribute to the
academic progression, and timely completion, of fully online students’ educational
goals
2.1.2 Your functional unit developed programs and/or services that prepare fully online
students for their careers, citizenship, and lives
2.1.3 All programs and services offered by your functional unit are accessible to fully
online students
2.1.4 Programs and services collaborate with colleagues and departments across the
institution to promote student learning and development, persistence, and success
Category 3: Organization and Leadership
3.1 Goals and Outcomes, Policies and Procedures, Personnel Performance
Expectations, and Organizational Structure
3.1.1 The operational goals and outcomes of your institution’s distance education unit
were documented and disseminated to appropriate stakeholders (i.e. staff, online
students,
online faculty, etc.)
3.1.2 The policies and procedures for delivering services to fully online students were
documented and disseminated to appropriate stakeholders (i.e. staff, online
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Exemplary
EX=4

Ratings

students,
online faculty, etc.)
3.1.3 Organizational charts demonstrating clear channels of authority within enrollment
management functional units were readily accessible throughout the launch process
3.1.4 Organizational charts demonstrating clear channels of authority within the distance
education unit were readily accessible throughout the launch process
3.2 Strategic Planning, Management and Supervision, and Program Advancement
3.2.1 The following human resource processes were effectively managed as it related to
preparing enrollment management staff to support fully online students:
recruitment/selection, professional development, supervision, performance
planning, succession planning, evaluation, recognition, and reward
3.2.2 Individual, organizational, and/or environmental conditions that fostered, or
inhibited, mission achievement were proactively identified for cultivation or
mitigation
3.2.3 Sustainable practices were incorporated into the design and management of
programs and services for fully online students
3.2.4 Sustainable practices were incorporated into the design and management of the
physical space provided for enrollment management staff who support fully online
students
3.2.5 Enrollment management personnel were encouraged, and supported, in the
facilitation of cross-departmental collaborations (i.e. with online faculty, other
areas within student affairs, instructional designers, help desk support, distance
education unit, etc.).
3.2.6 Enrollment management personnel were encouraged and supported to make
scholarly contributions within student affairs and distance education (i.e. distance
education research, conference presentations, publication of white papers, etc.).
3.2.7 The appropriate technologies for fully online students were clearly understood and
integrated into programs and services
3.2.8 Current and valid evidence for supporting the distance education student
population was leveraged to inform decisions related to the operationalization of
programs and services
3.2.9 Enrollment management leaders (i.e. division vice presidents, associate/assistance
vice presidents, directors, etc.) facilitated processes to reach consensus where wide
support was needed
3.2.10 Enrollment management leaders (i.e. division vice presidents, associate/assistance
vice presidents, directors, etc.) advocated for representation in strategic planning
initiatives at divisional and institutional levels
Category 4: Human Resources
4.1 Adequately staffed unit(s) with individuals qualified to accomplish mission and
goals, including technical support
4.1.1 Adequate procedures for recruiting, training, and evaluating performance for
enrollment management staff responsible for supporting fully online students were
established
4.1.2 Enrollment management personnel (all position levels) were provided access to
continuing and advanced education, and/or professional development opportunities
to improve their competency, skills, and leadership capacity within the distance
education
4.1.3 Job descriptions and performance evaluation templates for front-line enrollment
management staff responsible for supporting fully online students were revised to
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incorporate language representative of their roles and responsibilities, as it relates
to online students
4.1.4 Enrollment management staff hold a degree in a field relevant to their position, or
possess an appropriate combination of educational credentials and related work
experience
Category 5: Ethics
5.1 Adequately Promoted Understanding of Laws and Ethical Standards
5.1.1 Personnel (all position levels) obtained, and demonstrated, a clear understanding of
the legal and ethical guidelines for providing enrollment management services to
fully online students.
5.1.2 Policies and procedures for handling sensitive student and institutional information
were clearly documented and disseminated
5.1.3 Opportunities to participate in professional development activities designed to
educate personnel on research, theories, legislation, and policies affecting programs
and services for fully online students were provided
Category 6: Technology
6.1 Incorporate Technology into Service Delivery
6.1.1 Electronic systems that allow students and enrollment management staff to
communicate sensitive information in a secure format were established
6.1.2 Accessibility features were incorporated into technology-based programs and
services
Category 7: Assessment
7.1 Ongoing Assessment Activities
7.1.1 Multiple measures and methods to assess the effectiveness of programs and
services for fully online students were utilized
7.1.2 Manageable processes for gathering, interpreting, and evaluating data were
developed
7.1.3 Progress toward achievement of goals and outcomes were documented
7.1.4 Assessment results were interpreted and used to demonstrate accountability
7.1.5 The aggregated results of goal and/or outcome assessments were reported to
respondent groups and other relevant stakeholders
7.1.6 The appropriate enrollment management personnel were provided adequate fiscal,
human, professional development, and technological resources needed to develop
and implement assessment plans associated with distance education student support
services initiatives
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APPENDIX G: WEBSITE AND DOCUMENT DATA COLLECTION PLAN
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______________________________________________________________________________

Document

Description

1. University Mission Statement
2. Distance Education Unit Mission Statement
3. Enrollment Management Mission Statement
4. History of University
5. University Organizational Chart
6. Distance Education Unit Organizational Chart
7. Enrollment Management Organizational Chart
8. Implementation Team Meeting Agendas
9. Distance Education Program Development/
Enrollment Status Reports
10. Distance Education Unit Implementation
Timeline(s)
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EXPLANATION OF RESEARCH

Title of Project: An Examination of Mid-Level Enrollment Management Practitioners’ Experience with
Implementing Online Learning Units at Dual-Mode, Public, Universities
Principal Investigator: Chiquita Lane
Faculty Supervisor: Thomas Cox, EdD
You are being invited to take part in a research study. Whether you take part is up to you.
•

The main objectives of this study are 1). To understand mid-level enrollment management
practitioners’ experience with implementing distance education systems to support fully
online students at dual-mode, public, universities. 2). To understand how mid-level
enrollment management practitioners’ experience with implementing distance education
systems at dual-mode, public, universities influence their evaluation of the quality of services
designed to support fully online students.

•

Secondarily, this study seeks to 1). Provide insight into the professional development and
training needs of mid-level enrollment management practitioners responsible for supporting
the implementation and sustainability of distance education services for fully online students;
2). Provide insight into student affairs graduate program curricula reform needs in
relation to competencies for implementing and managing distance education services and
units 3). Provide insight into the impact that processes designed to implement distance
education initiatives may have on mid-level enrollment management practitioners’ ability to
develop and sustain quality services for fully online students, when applying the CAS
General Standards (Council for the Advancement of Standards in Higher Education).

•

If you choose to take part in the study, you will be asked to participate in a 45minute face-toface, audio-recorded interview. In addition, you will be asked to verify the transcribed
interview data, which is estimated to take approximately 30-40 minutes. Transcribed data
will be sent via email approximately 3-4 weeks upon completion of the face-to-face
interview. A follow-up face-to-face or audio conference may also be warranted.

•

The researcher will not disclose your personal identity but will use pseudonyms throughout
the written report, and when presenting the data. You will be given the opportunity to
generate your respective pseudonym prior to the start of the face-to-face interview.
Pseudonyms will also be used to identify your respective university employer. Details that
might make each university easily identifiable will also be excluded from the final report, as
the names of each institution are not pertinent to the study’s purpose. Identifiable information
will be destroyed upon completion of your review of transcribed data. De-identified data will
be held for five years upon close of the research study.
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•

Electronic files will remain under vigilant security for a period of five years for the purposes
of disseminating the findings and potential comparison of data to future studies conducted by
the same researcher. Once the period expires, all electronic copies of the complete transcripts,
and interview audio recordings will also be destroyed.

•

You must be 18 years of age or older to take part in this research study. In addition, all
participants must have been involved in the implementation of their university’s distance
education unit.

Study contact for questions about the study or to report a problem: If you have questions,
concerns, or complaints: Chiquita Lane, Ed. D Candidate, University of Central Florida, College of
Education and Human Performance, 407-310-8186 or Thomas Cox, Faculty Supervisor, University of
Central Florida, College of Education and Human Performance, 407-823-6714.
IRB contact about your rights in the study or to report a complaint: Research at the University of
Central Florida involving human participants is carried out under the oversight of the Institutional Review
Board (UCF IRB). This research has been reviewed and approved by the IRB. For information about the
rights of people who take part in research, please contact: Institutional Review Board, University of
Central Florida, Office of Research & Commercialization, 12201 Research Parkway, Suite 501, Orlando,
FL 32826-3246 or by telephone at (407) 823-2901.
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o Welcome interviewee and thank him/her for agreeing to participate in the study
o Give interviewee a copy of the Consent Form and read the following statement:
o Disclaimer Note: This interview is being conducted as part of my doctoral dissertation.
Individual names will be kept private. If at any time you become uncomfortable with the
questions being asked, please let me know. I can omit any questions that you might be
uncomfortable with or discontinue the interview.
o Ask interviewee if he/she has any questions. Obtain verbal consent to proceed
___________________________________________________________________________
Respondent (including pseudonym):

Institution:

Interview Date/Time:

Interview Location:

Interview Questions
IQ 1. What is your official job title?

Demographic Questions
Descriptive Notes

IQ 2. How long have you been in your current
role?

IQ 3. Please describe the career path that has led
to your current position.
Follow-up on:
• Participants’ previous position
• Length of time in previous position
• Job title and responsibilities
IQ 4. What is your educational background?
• Undergraduate/graduate degree title
• Name of college/university

IQ 5. Do you have any professional certifications?
If so, which ones?

IQ 6. Do you belong to any professional
associations? If so, which ones?
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Phase 2: Creating a Structure for Implementation
Interview Questions
Descriptive Notes
IQ 7. Please describe any training or professional
development activities that you engaged in to
prepare for the launch of the distance education
unit.

IQ 8. Please describe the roles and responsibilities
of the support team (if any) that was organized to
train and mentor front-line staff responsible for
serving fully online students.

IQ 9. How did you communicate questions, needs,
insights that emerged from you and/or your staff
throughout the launch process?

IQ 10. Please explain your level of involvement in
developing and updating the launch timeline or
action plan.

IQ 11. What challenges, if any, to an effective
launch did you foresee prior to the start of
activities? How did you proactively address those
challenges?
Phase 3: Ongoing Structure Once Implementation Begins
IQ 12: Unexpected challenges often arise when
launching new projects.
What unexpected challenges did you experience
throughout the launch of your institution’s
distance education unit, and how did you resolve
them?
IQ 13. What was your process for communicating
updates and needs throughout the launch process
regarding the following?
• Technical support
• Acquisition of resources
• Knowledge/training gaps
• Mentors
Phase 4: Improving Future Applications
IQ 14. What lessons did you learn about
launching your university’s distance education
unit would you share with your enrollment
management colleagues at other
colleges/universities?
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IQ 15. What lessons did you learn about
launching your university’s distance education
unit would you share with administrative leaders
at your university?
IQ 16. Please describe how the launch processes
involved with operationalizing the distance
education unit influenced your ability to provide
effective services for fully online students?
IQ 17. Please describe how the launch processes
involved with operationalizing the distance
education unit influenced your ability to provide
sustainable services for fully online students?
IQ 18. To address the needs of a disparate student
population distance education units must
continuously improve academic programs and
support services.
Can you provide examples of how you have been
able to generate new ideas for improving services
for fully online students since the launch of your
university’s distance education unit?
IQ 19. In considering your respective functional
area, please review the addendum below and
indicate whether the selected CAS General
Standards were evident throughout the launch
process designed to implement services for fully
online students.
Note: Functional area may be admissions,
financial aid, registrar, a distance education
unit, etc.

257

APPENDIX J: E-MAIL REQUESTING INTERVIEW

258

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject: Request for Interview for UCF Doctoral Candidate, Recommended by ____________

Dear _____________

I hope that this email finds you well. My name is Chiquita Lane, and I am contacting you
at the recommendation of ___________________. He/she informed me that you may be willing
to serve as an interview participant for my dissertation.
My research focus is enrollment management mid-level managers responsible for
overseeing the implementation of distance education services for fully online students.
Specifically, I seek to gain a better understanding of how implementation processes designed to
operationalize a distance education unit influenced perceptions of readiness to sustain the
system.
I anticipate the interview taking approximately 45 minutes. The interview may be
scheduled at your convenience. In an effort to maintain privacy, I would prefer to conduct the
interviews in a location separate from your meeting room; however, please let me know what
would be most convenient for you.
I appreciate your consideration, and I look forward to hearing from you soon. Please let
me know if you have any immediate questions.
Sincerely,

Chiquita Lane, MA, EdDC
University of Central Florida

259

APPENDIX K: UNIVERSITY OF CENTRAL FLORIDA IRB APPROVAL LETTER
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APPENDIX L: QUALITY IMPLEMENTATION FRAMEWORK COPYRIGHT
CLEARANCE APPROVAL
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Duncan C. Meyers sent the following messages at 4:08 PM
View Duncan C.’s profile
Duncan C. Meyers 4:08 PM
Hi Chiquita. I hope the QIF has been useful in your work. You have my permission to
reprint the QIF for your dissertation, as long as you appropriately cite it.
____________________________________________________________________________
I am an Ed.D. candidate in the Higher Ed track of the Ed Leadership program at the University of Central
Florida. I am seeking copyright clearance to reprint the QIF presented in The Quality Implementation
Framework: A Synthesis of Critical Steps in the Implementation Process for my dissertation.

Reprinted from LinkedIn Messaging Tool. (2019). Email Communication with Dr. Duncan C.
Meyers, co-author of Quality Implementation Framework (2012).
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Reprinted from Council for the Advancement of Standards in Higher Education Website. (2019).
CAS professional standards for higher education (10th ed.). Washington, DC: Author.
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Reprinted from Council for the Advancement of Standards in Higher Education Website. (2019).
CAS professional standards for higher education (10th ed.). Washington, DC: Author.
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From: Daniel A Bureau (dabureau) <Daniel.Bureau@memphis.edu>
Sent: Wednesday, October 2, 2019 3:26:57 PM
To: clane2000 <clane2000@knights.ucf.edu>
Subject: RE: CAS General Standards Copyright Clearance for Dissertation
Yes. You have permission from CAS to adapt the SAG from the General Standards to fit the needs of your research
on Distance Education. I look forward to hearing about or seeing your final product! Let me know if you need
anything else!
Dan

________________________________________________________________________________
From: clane2000 <clane2000@knights.ucf.edu>
Sent: Tuesday, October 1, 2019 7:12 PM
To: Daniel A Bureau (dabureau) <Daniel.Bureau@memphis.edu>
Subject: Re: CAS General Standards Copyright Clearance for Dissertation
Hi Dr. Bureau
Thank you for giving me a call to discuss the copyright clearance request.
As a follow-up to the verbal permission that you gave during today's call, this email is to serve as formal
documentation of approved copyright clearance to adapt the CAS General Standards and SAG for my dissertation.
Appropriate credit will be given to CAS.
Please let me know if you have any follow-up questions.
Regards
Chiquita Lane
University of Central Florida
College of Community Innovation and Education

Doctoral Candidate, Higher Education Leadership
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Noah Henry-Darwish <noah@cas.edu>

Wed 11/25/2020 2:04 PM
To: clane2000
Cc: Doreen Murner <doreen@cas.edu>; Jen Wells <jenwells@cas.edu>; Ann Hower ahower@umich.edu

Hi Chiquita - yes, we will grant you permission to reprint the list of standards in the
Appendix from the 2015 edition of CAS Professional Standards for Higher Education. Please
be sure to include the appropriate citation and reference for this resource in your reference
list.
Best,
Noah
-Noah Henry-Darwish
Associate Editor
Council for the Advancement of Standards in Higher Education (CAS)

On Wed, Nov 25, 2020 at 10:45 AM clane2000 <clane2000@knights.ucf.edu> wrote:
Hi Noah

As a follow-up, may I reprint the list of 2015 CAS General Standards in the Appendix? I am in
the process of completing the format review and the department is requiring permission that
explicitly gives permission to reprint.
Regards

Chiquita Lane
University of Central Florida
College of Community Innovation and Education
Doctoral Candidate, Higher Education Leadership
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